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. RST. AND DEAR 8IR5 

I HATE read your Letter to your l?riend and Brother, the 
Rev. Samitex C. Thatcher, with some pleasure and with 
much regret The causes of the one and of the other will 
in part be laid open in the subsequent remarks, which I 
have thought proper to address in the form of a letter to you» 
I need make no apology: the subject is deeply and extensire- 
ly interesting; and involves considerations of infinite mo« 
ment to the general cause, to which you and I profess to be 
sacredly devoted. Nor shall I make any professions of can- 
dour, or charity: for I have been taught by tlie best of books, 
that <<charity vaunteth not itself, doth not behave itself un- 
seemly;" from other books I have learned, that high profes-^ 
sions too often serve to cover a temper very different irom 
that which <<is not easily provoked,'' but ^^suffereth long and 
is kind;" and I am thoroughly convinced, that persons who 
have the greatest confidence in their good dispositions, do not 
always know <<what manner of spirit they are of." 

I wish it to be understood, distinctly, that I have no con- 
nexion, or privity in this business, with the writer of the 
Review, v/hich is the subject of your strictures. I write not 
in bis behalf; but in behalf of the general interests of truth, 
and justice, and mercy; He probably will answer for him- 
self; and to him I shall leave the particular vindication of 
himself, his statements and conclusions, his spirit and style: 
a labour which does not belong to me, and which I should 
be less disinclined to undertake, were the Review in all res- 
pects exactly such as I could wish it to have been. It might 
perhaps have been better, had the Reviewer been less intent 
on exciting those whose cause he espouses, and consulted 
more the conviction and benefit of those against whom his 
animadversions are directed. 

With what justice, and to what extent, a similar remark 
might be apidied to your Letter, you, my dear Sir, and your 
friends will consider. It cannot, however, but be regretted. 



that yoo should have found it necessary to sit down to write^ 
while <<breathing an atmosphere to which you were not accus- 
tomed;" while perturbed with the feelings which, in spite of 
all your efforts to restrain them, are se copiQudy infused in^ 
to the entire body of your Letter. But all reasonable allow- 
wee sbouU )^e madi ftxp the urgmey o£ the case. Had yoi| 
yn\W^ till the ^xf^iUmmt kad sukaided^ yaur opjuarliimity fotf 
pvev^tijug oif cQuntei^ctiAg the imfvessions whic^ the Rai 
view wa^ bk^ly ts» make^ might have been lofit. ] frankly 
confoaisj that » simij^r reaaon baai induced me to avail myself 
of the etk^UeQt remisaH>st of <4ber presaing caUa ol" duty, for 
heftowiipg 9am0 atte«tio^ w your subjM. CouM yon, b9w- 
esm:^ b^VQ w-aited till the cool of the d^yi though probaMsf 
ypi^* liettev wouU have he^ 1q8« anintat^^ anA iess aftapM 
ta a p^^rt«cul«r purpQ^, ift would n^ I am perauAded, hav^ 
dji^played leaa o$ the Qieeknes^ of wiadom, qr biBen \t^ correct 
Uk ^ta veprei^ntaMona* 

Yotu hring)^ dear ^ir, agaiiniit the Rc^ew^ a« acousatioo^ of 
t^fal^eh^fody^ an accusation certainly of ikk triiVial kindy and 
QCYcr to be Ugh^y preferred against any one. ^The B&- 
'Wiewji'' you say, «a9«erte^. \* Th^t the ministers of thi3 town 
^[Boston] and i^ vicinity and the great body of Ubeval 
"christi^iis aire Uwtaifians, in Mr. Belsham's sense of tlie 
^fword. 2. That these mijni^terft and l]be&*al Christiana are 
^^guUty oS hypociriticat cenc^ment of their sentiments, and. 
«< behave in a basiQ, cowaxdly and hypocritical manner." In 
tbe&ie two ^ssertioasj^ eapecial^ in the $r^t of them, it slK>uld 
seem,, lies the aUege4 &lsehood of lihe Bevii^wev.' These 
also make. the first twa head^ of your Lettev. The. 3d is this; 
«^Chri9tians are called to. come out and separajbe th/emselves 
<<6*om theae ministers and the liberal b^dy of christians, and 
<4o withhold {i*Qm: tbenii chiistiftU: communion.'' Under these 
tbrpe he^dSj. in th^ir order, the rem^ks, which I have to sub- 
j^a to your consideration, wiU chiefly be arranged. 

Jh Does, the Reviewer then assert, ^Tliat the ministersr of 
Jloston and the vicinity, and the great body of liberal 
christiaps, ai'e Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham's sense of the 
word?" Tliis you aJffiA*m; and to support the affirmation, you 
Quote haovk ibfi Il^viicvK the f^Uowing passages. ^1\ 267, 
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^^ «W^ fed enilirclji DvavriaMied to baj,. ^at 0ie jmdominaiU 
^ ^digu^ of the liberal psM^ i^ deeidQ^y UnitiM'ianf in Mr* 
^ <0e|ph»n»'9 a^nse of the wovd/ p. 954, <(W9 skall f^^ owr 
a c^elv^ warranted ker^aftep, to sfieak of the fi^t aa eert^jn, 
^ ^tiuiX Ui^tarmikun/' neaiuBg M?. ]BeIsbw^':»> <is the pre* 
<><dP4P^9^ ireligion among th^ nmial^i'a and c)mi*cbe9 of 
^ <BoatQH.' F* 2n/<The liberal pai'fy H^utilate the Ne^ 
i< ^T^ftament, lejeft neariy alt the fiindamental doctriaea of 
^ 4be gospelt and degi'ade the Saviour to tiie coscUtion of a 
^ <fiiUibliB» peccable, and ignorant man.^ '' Tliese passages i 
fb^dl bliefly comiider; but aot in the order in which you 
kaye chosen to arrange them: for I am not satisfied that h 
vaa quite light, to place the passage, quoted from the 267ih 
page, in, which there m no mention of Boston^ before the 
fHie» quoted firom th^ S54th page, and which, refers to Boston 
^^reetly^ 3y this arrangement, with &e help of a clause 
vhich you have thought proper to insert in the second pas- 
sage, yon have given to the three passages an aspect which, 
i helJjBve you will readily perceive does not belong to them, 
I thijak it more £air to consider the passages in the order in 
ipltfpb they stand in the Bevicvv, sind lo refer them severally 
ta tfaeir proper connexions. 

The first passage then ia this; <<We sludl feel ourselvea 
wajprantcd hereafter, to speak of the fact as certain, that 
Unitarianism ia the predominant religion among the mini»- 
tara and churches in Boston/' Is this, Sir, an asseitiont 
4«That the manisters of Boston and the vicinity, and the 
gieat body of liberal christians, are Unitarians, in Mr. Bet 
9bam'a aease of the. word?'^ You will please toobserve, tliat 
no mention is here made of <^the vicinity," or of <*tlic great 
kody of liberal christians.'^ The remark is limited to Bos- 
ton. Futther, it is. not said* that <«the ministers,'' i. c. all 
Ae ministers, even of Boston, are Unitarians* Tiie word* 
^predominant'^ is. evidently restiictivo, and implies, that 
they were not all intended to be included* Further still, it 
^ not said that any of tlie ministers of Boston ai*e Unitari* 
ans,. <>in Mr. Bclsliam's sense of the word." 

Does the cpfimexiojif then, warrant the broad construction, 
whijck. you have given to tlie passage? The Rt^vicwer pre- 



•crtts a letter, written by Dr. Fi^eeman of Boston to Mr. 
kiindsey of London, in whioli, after mentioning the "avidity*^ 
with which the "Unitarian Tracts," received by him from 
Mr, Lindsey, were extensively read, and the "impression 
which they could not fail to make upon the minds of many,'* 
Dr. Freeman says, "From these and other causes the Uni- 
tarian doctrine appears to be still upon the increase*" "It 
"flourishes chiefly in New England^ but not much in Con- 
««necticut, Rhode Island, New Hampshire, or the western 
"counties of Massachusetts. A few seeds have been sovm in 
"Vermont, and an abundant harvest has been produced in 
««the vicinity of Boston, and in the counties directly south of 
"it." Immediately in this conneiuon, the Reviewer says, 
"How far the sentiments in question have spread in Boston, 
"has been often a subject of inquiry, and not unfrequently of 
"debate. Mr. Belsham will inform us. <If, says he, I am 
•< <not greatly misinformed, divine worship, in many of the 
" ^principal churches in Boston, is carried on upon piinciples 
" *sti^icily, if not avowedly Unitarian.' " The Reviewer 
then adds, *4f any' thing be lacking in Mr. Belsham's ac- 
«K;ount, it is supplied in a letter to him, by William Wells, 
"Esq. of Boston, a gentleman who, from his extensive ac- 
"quaintance with books and men, and his distinguished zeal 
"in the cause of Unitarianism, may well be supposed to give 
"as exact a picture as any man living could draw." In tliis 
ktfcer, which the Reviewer gives at large, Mr» Wells says, 
"Must of our Boston clergy and respectable laymen (of whom 
"we have many enlightened theologians) are Unitarians.'' — "I 
"may safely say, the general habit of thinking and speaking 
"upon this question, in Boston, is Unitarian.'' Upon this 
the Reviewer i*emarks, "Such is the te^stimony in the case 
"under consideration;" (viz. '<How far the sentiments in 
^question iiave spread in Boston;) and we presume that no 
"roan in his senses wlM hesitate for a moment to give implicit 
<^redit to sucli witnesses." Here comes the passage in ques* 
lion: "We sliall feel oui*selves warranted hereafter to speak 
"of the fact as (HU'tain, that Unitarianism is tlie predominant 
*«riJigion among the niinistei*s and chui*ches of Boston." 
"Now, dear Sij', you will permit me to ask ag^in, and to 



ask very seriously^ does the connexion warrant the broad 
constructioii which' you have given to this passage? A con« 
struction which the terms of the passage^ by themsclveSf cer* 
tainly do not warrant; but upon which you have grounded 
the heavy accusation of falsehood. Is not the inquiry^ in this 
connexion, limited expressly to Boston, to the exclusion moat 
dearly of <<its vicinity," and of <<the great body of liberal 
^'c'hristians'' elsewhere? Does not the Reviewer come to ths 
conclusion, expressed in the debated passage, explicitly upf» 
the ground of the adduced testimony of Mr. Belsham and 
Mr. Wells, in addition to tliat of Dr. Freeman? And does hs 
not use the name Unitarian as unrestrictedly, as it is used 
by Mr. Wells himself, who must vei*y well have known how 
Mr. Belsham would be likely to understand him? Upon what 
principles, then, of fairness or of truth, could we be justified 
in alleging, that tlie Review here <<asserts, that the minuh 
<<ters of Boston and its vicinity, and the great body of lib- 
<<eral christians, are Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham*s sense of 
«the word.'* . 

Before I dismiss this point, I must be permitted to ask 
further — Is not the Reviewer fairly borne out, in the de- 
claration which he does make, respecting Boston, by the 
testimony upon which the declaration is made? Had he not 
a right to consider Dr. Freeman, Mr. Belsham and Mr. 
Wells, good authority in the case? Does he say more than 
what tiieir testimony, particularly that of Mr. Wells, evi- 
dently warrants? Why then the heated indignation against 
him^ while none is expressed against them? Why the sti*cnu- 
OU8 endeavour to inflame and dii*ect the resentments of the 
ministers and people of Boston against Aim. while they are 
treated with such exemplary forbearance? — ^Nay, rather* 
what occasion for any indignation, or resentment, either 
against him or them? Do you not. Sir, yourself mean to con- 
cede as much respectingBoston, as he asserts, — when you say, 
<<nie word UnUarianism, as denoting opposition to Trinita- 
lianism, undoubtedly expresses the character of a <<considera> 
We part of the ministers of this town and its vicinity?" I dare 
not, indeed, affirm that you do; especially since you think 
it proper to add in the same sentence,— ^<and the common- 
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wealffa/' I faave great satnfaction in the Cdnfiiteiice^ tiiat 
Uiiitarianism is not the ''predomiiiant religion'^ among thu 
imnistere awl churches of this common^realth^ and in thtt 
hope in God that it nerer will be. I do suppose^ however^ 
that yoa have great aatisfactikm also in the confidence^ that 
it ^^is the predominant religion among the ministers and 
ehiirches of Boston.'' But if so, what can be the reason. 
Aat the true statenient of the fact should produce such an 
unusual int^isity of heat in your mind? 

The next passage to be considered is this: ^We feel en« 
«<tirely warranted^ to say^ tiiat the prdi4minamt religion df 
<'the liberal party is decidedly Unitarian, in Mr. Belsham'S 
^^sense of t!ie word/' Does this <<assert that the ministers 
«<of Boston and its vicinity, and the great body of liberal 
•^christians, are" of this character? Certainty, Sir, you will 
not hesitate to admit that, by itself, it does not. Does it theftf 
wiien taken in connexion with the former passage? The former 
passage instead of helping to extend the sense of this, evidently 
serves to restrict it: for that passage plainly imports, that the 
ministers and churches of Boston are not all Unitarian, even 
in the general sense of the word. In each of these passa^ 
ges the restrictive word ^^predominant," is used^ and in thf» 
latter passage, to give it the greater force of restriction, it 
is printed in Italicks. The utmost then, that can be fairly 
made out from the two passages togetlier, of assertion in re^ 
gard to the ministera and churches of Boston, is, that the 
majority of them are Unitarian, and that the greater part of 
the Unitarian majority hold with Mr. Belsham. All this 
might be true, and yet not half of those ministers and 
churches be Unitarians of this character. Yet y6u, my deai^ 
Sir, have emphatically, represented that, in these passages, 
<<the Review asserts, that the ministers of Boston, with the 
ministers of the vicinity, and the groat body of Kberal chilis- 
tians, are Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word;'^ 
and, under cover of tliis representation, have, in your haste, 
most e4imestly accused the Reviewer of falsehood. 

I have stated ttie nimos/that can fairly be made out towards 
what you allege. But the passage under consideration admits 
of an iAterpi*etation^ still less favourable to your allegation. 



It majr mean a '^predominance/' hot in point of numbers^ but 
in point of inHuence: and ff 6m the connexion this sliould sccnl 
to be its real nieaning. After stating^ «We feel entirely war* 
ranted to say^ that the predominant ftligion of the liberal 
I^arty is decidedly Unitarian, in Mr. Belshams's sense of the 
Word/* the Reviewer proceeds to shew the gronnds upon 
which this declaration is made. He adduces the Monthly 
Anthology, the Gleneral Repository, and the Improved Ver- 
sion of tlie New Testament; publications which, as he sup* 
po^s, were put forth and patronized by <»the most prominent 
clergymen and laymen of the liberal party/' — ^men «<who 
have the entire controul of the college," And, after saying 
what he judged requisite, iH^specting the Unitarianism of these 
publications, he concludes thus: <<It appears, then, that tiie 
*<college and nearly all the influence of the liberal party 
"through the ^medium of the press are in favour of Unitarian- 
"ism. If individuals dislike Mr. Belsham as a leader; if they 
<<are not willing to be classed among his followers; let them 
"declare their own ojnnions openly.** Here then, we havfe 
evidently an exj^anation of what the Reviewer meant, by 
"Unitarianism, in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word, being the 
predominant religion of the liberal party:'* that it is predoiit- 
noM in point of 'influence," having «the most prominent 
character" for its supporters^ and abettors. This, as yoti 
wiU readily acknowledge, might be true, though not one half, 
not one quarter of ••the great body of liberal Christians*' 
were Utilitarians in this sense. And, Sir, tiiat it is not actu- 
ally true, nothing which you have advanced goes to shew. 

What, however, the real truth in tlie case is, I will not take, 
upon me to say: but I must say, that I do not see that^ the 
Reviewer may not have been perfectly honest in the opinion 
which he has expresseid; perfectly honest in declaiing that he 
<*feete himself entirely wammted- to say*' what he does say. 
If his. opinion is a mistaken one, yet an "unpcrverteil mind** 
Will admit, that the grounds on which it was formed have at 
least the appearance of some solidity; and it would require, it 
should seem no uncommon share of "tlie meekness of wisdom,** 
no extraordinary effort of that "charity which hopeth all 
things,** to refrain from char^ging him with falseliood. 
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One other passage, under this head, remains to be consid- 
^ ei-ed: "The liberal party mutilate the New Testament, reject 
nearly all the fundamental doctrines of the Gospel, and de- 
grade the Saviour to the condition of a fallible, peccable, 
and ignorant man/' This is the last of the three passages 
, which you have cited to shew that the "Review asserts, that 
the ministers of Boston and the vicinity, and the great body 
of liberal christians, arc Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham's sense 
of the word," and upon which you ground your principal 
accusation of falsehood. But is it here asserted, that all the 
individuals of tlie liberal party actually do the things, and all 
of them, which the party is said to do? Is tliis a fair inter- 
pretation of the passage? Or if it admits of this, does it fairly 
admit of no other? 

The apostles, Sir, as you very well know, repeatedly 
charge the Jewish rulers and people, generally, even *<the 
great body'' of the nation, with having, "crucified and slain 
the Lord of life and glory." Yet, as you also know, but a 
very small part of that great body actually imbrued their 
hands in his blood. But some of them didf and of l^e rest, 
some more, and others less directly, consented to the deed. 
Hence they were generally involved in the guilt, and brought 
under the charge; and upon the great body, eventually, 
"wrath came to the uttermost." Such was the judgment of 
the apostles; and such the judgment of Him, whose throne is 
established in righteousness. — ^And, Sir, if among the liberal 
partj', tlie things charged by the Reviewer are done; if some 
of the party do actually "mutilate the New Testament, reject 
nearly all tlie fundamental doctrines of the Gospel, and de- 
grade the Saviour to the condition of a fallible, peccable, and 
ignorant man," — and of the rest, some more, and others less 
directly, consent to all this; if, as a party, or as individuals 
of the party, they bear no decided testimony against these 
deeds, and do nothing efiectually to secure, or to purge, them- 
selves from the guilt of them; then, is it not true, and right, 
and proper to say of the parly generally, that they do these 
things? and will they not generally, with ^1 who adhere to 
them, be held to answer for them at the bar of the righteous 
Judge? 
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But are not these things done: — I tremble, my dear Sir, 
while I put this question to your conscience: — ^tremble, not 
because I feel that I am doing wrong; but because I consider 
it a question of infinite solemnity. — It surely will not be de- 
nied, that "the New Testament is mutilated;" — it will not 
be denied, that <<the Saviour is degraded to the condition of 
a fallible, jieccable, and ignorant man;" — nor should it any 
more be denied, that « nearly all the fundamental doctrines of 
tlic Gospel are rejected," I do believe you wUl yourself 
admit, that nearly all the doctrines are rejected, wiiicli by the 
venerable founders of the New £ngland churches were held 
as fundamental; — ^>vhich the great body of the Protestant 
churches, since the Reformation, have held as fundamental. 

How great a proportion of the liberal party ac^tually do all 
fliis, and to how great an extent the rest of them consent to 
it, I would be devoutly thankful, that I am not particulai^y 
concerned to determine. But I must seriously ask, whether, 
from the representations made in your Letter, were there no 
other means of judging in the case, there would not be most 
fearful reason to apprehend, that you and your liberal bretli- 
ren generally have done but very little, to secure yourselves 
from the general charge, or, I must add, to purge yourselves 
from the general guilt? — It grieves me, dear Sir, to state, that 
in your Letter, you tell us, in so many woi-ds, that "to believe 
with Mr. Belsham is no crime:" — ^by which I understand, 
no sin, — no offence against God — against Christ — against 
the Grospcl — against the cause and kingdom of truth and 
holiness. — ^No sin — ^no offence, to hold Christ to have been 
no more than "a fallible, peccable, and ignorartt man;" — ^to 
discard those parts of the New Testament which assert his 
pre-existence, his miraculous conception, his divinity, and his 
atonement, as either spurious, erroneous, or extravagantly 
hyperbolical;— to deny that his death was an expiatory sacri- 
fice for sin, that "we owe him any gratitude for the benefits 
which we are now i*ecciving,** that "we have any reason to 
hope for his future interposition;" — ^to deny the inspiration of 
the Scriptures generally, and reject all the fundamental, all 
the peculiar doctrines of the Gospel! — You are also most stu- 
diously careful, most exquisitely tender, lest any "state- 
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loent yoH mikt .should be considered^ as ci^ting the Je«st 
reproiach on tliose amongst us, who believe in the simple hn* 
manity of Jesus Cfariat^" and, of coqi-se, agree with Mr* BeL- 
sham, if not in all, yet certainly in the most materiid articles 
of his creed. — Most studiously careCuU most exquisitely ten- 
der, lest you should wound their feelings, abridge their in^u- 
ence, or hinder their success in propagating their sentiments! * 
And from other parts, of your Letter, it would seem that such 
has been the uniform feeling, and comformable to it the iini- 
form practice, not only of yourself, but of your liberal breth- 
ren in general. 

Now, Sir, if such is the real fact, however small a propor- 
tion of the liberal party those may be, who actually do the 
tilings in question; yet is it not perfectly correct to say, gen- 
erally, that the liberal party do them. And if so, where is 
the foundation for the serious charge of falsehood, so vdie- 
mently urged against the Reviewer? 

You are pleased to say, (p. 7.) ^<The conduct of the He^ 
viewer, in collecting all the opinions of that gentleman,'' 
Mr. Bejsham, "not only on the Tiinity, but on every other 
'.^theological subject, in giving the whole collection the name 
'.'of Unitarianisni, and in exhibiting this to the world as the 
"creed of liberal christians in this region, is perhaps as 
"criminal an instance of unfairness, as is to be found in the 
"records of theological controversy." Upon this permit me 
to ask, — Did you overlook that Mr. Belsham exhibits the 
opinions, thus collected, not as peculiarly his own, but ex- 
pressly as the sentiments of-the Unitarians generally? Have 
the goodness to observe his phraseology: "The Unitarians 
generally believe," &c. "The Unitarians maintain," &c. 
"The Unitarians disavow," &c. Wai^ it not right for the 
Reviewer to consider Mr. Belsham, at present the head of 
the party certainly in England, as good an authority for de- 
termining what Unitarianism is, in the nineteenth century, as 
MDr. Mosheim" or "Miss Adams?" and right also to give . 
the people some distinct information on this subject? Is not 
the fact well known to you, that Unitariardsn^ is a "name," 
not opprobriously given to that class of professed christians 
by their opponents, but eagerly claimed, and strenuously .as* 
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sorted %y thenmel^et? Ai^ you not alto perfectly awan^ 
tfaat fifter tbe denial of the essential dirinity and the proper 
atofiement of Cbristy ibe descent to the lowest degree of Um- 
tarianism is extremely easy^ a^d often most rapid? That 
among tbosef who reject these {Himary doctrines, a peculiar 
brotherhood is at once estabUshi^U And that any difiereoceB 
9t sentiment, whi^b may etist among them^ are considered by 
themselves, from the higliest to the lowest, as comparativdiy 
mumportantr— and are so considered also by their oppo- 
tients, the Trinitarians^ who regard the denial of these doc- 
trines as subversive of the very foundations of the gospelf 
In what then consists the extreme criminality, with which 
the Beviewer is so warmly charged? 

To conclude this head. You have accused tbe Beviewer 
of falsehood, in <<asserting, That the ministers of Boston 
and its vicinity, and the g^eat body of liberal christians, are 
Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word." I trust it 
has been made cleart that this accusation is unfounded: tliat ' 
he does not make the assertion which you allege that he 
' makes; aund that in what he does assert, in the passsiges cit- 
ed by you, he is in part justified by your own concession,^ 
and in tiie rest home out by the testimony of liberal gentle- 
men^ and by princiides of fair interpretation, — I frankly 
confess that I did regret, when I first read tiie Review, and 
I do still regret, that he had not expressed himself with 
move studious care, and more circumspect qualification. But 
toe the heavy accusation, which you have pi^efeired against 
him, and for the uncommon heat with which it is urged, X 
afl| utterly incapable of discerning any solid reason. <<A 
man who is governed by christian principles, will slowly 
and reluctantiy become the accuser of his brethren.** This 
sentiment. Sir, I quote from you with most hearty approba- 
tion. Near it^ however, is a passage, which I quote with no 
common sensation of pain. <<That he," the Beviewer, 
^intended to deceive I am unwilling to assert; but the most 
'^charitable construction wliich bis conduct will admit is, 
<^tbat his passions and party spirit have criminally blinded 
<<him, and hurried him into an act, which couM have been 
^autiiori^ed only by the strongest evidence, and tbe most ip- 
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^partial inquiry* The time may come, wben he will view 
44this transaction with other eyes; when the rage of party 
^wUl have subsided; when the obligation of a fair and equita- 
««ble temper will appear at least as solemn as the obligation 
«of building up a sect; when misrepresentation, intended to 
'^injure, and originating, if not in malignity, yet in precipi- 
<^tancy and passion, will be felt to be a crime of no common 
^^aggravation.'* — God in mercy preserve me from the desire 
of applying this passage. But, my dear Sir, I must be ])er- 
mitted to intreat you, at some favoured moment, when pas- 
sion is hushed, when conscience is awake, when God and 
eternal things are in view, very seriously to consider, whether 
it might be applied with greater justice to the writer of the 
I^anoplist Review, than to the writer of the Letter to the 
Rev. Mr. Thatcher. 

II. In the second place you allege, that <<the Review as- 
«scrts, that the ministers of Boston and tlie vicinity, and the 
"most considerable members of the liberal party, ^operate in 
<< ^secret, intrust only the initiated with their measures; are 
<*<giulty of hypocritical concealment of their sentiments; 
^ <behave in a base and hypocritical manner, compared with 
'< <which Mr. Belsham's conduct, rotten as he is in doctrine 
« *to the \try core, is purity itself.* — Such, you are pleased to 
add, <*is the decent language scattered through tliis Review*** 
And in a note, at the bottom of the page, you throw together 
a number of severed phrases, selected from various parts 
and connexions of the Review, and represent tliem all as 
having been applied, by the Reviewer, directly to yourself 
and your clerical brethren generally of Boston and the vicin- 
ity, together with the most considerable members of the lib- 
eral party ^.t large. 

You are perfectly aware. Sir, how easy a thing it is to 
select from any book detached sentences and members of 
sentences, and so to arrange them as to give them a very 
different aspect and bearing, from what they have in their 
proper connexions. A more striking example of this kind 
I have seldom if ever witnessed, than the one which you have 
afforded in the instance now before us. Of all the quotations 
which vou have made from the Review, ns the basis of vour 
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accusation under this second head, I think I may safely ai- 
firniy there is not one sentence, or scrap of a sentence, which 
appears in your Letter, with the same aspect and bearing as 
in tlie Rei^iew. When I first read them in your Lejter, I 
felt, I confess, no small degree of excitement in regard to tiie 
Reviewer; and no little surprise that I could liave read the 
Review without a similar excitement. But not less was my 
surprise, when, on turning to the Review, I perceived how 
very differently they there, in their proper connexions, ap- 
peared. My limits will permit me to present but a few of 
thjem here. 

Speaking of the Stone Chapel, the Reviewer remarks^ 
<<We must say that the conduct of this society and their min- 
ister, in coming out openly and avowing their sentiments' to 
the world, is vastly preferable to a hypocritical concealment of 
ihetfif,*^ The words in Italics are those wliich yqu quote, a» 
being applied by the Reviewer to "the tninisters of Boston,'' 
&c. But no such application of them is made by him.-^-Of a 
remarkable letter, written by a clergyman in this country to 
his friend in England, and published by Mr. Belsham, the 
Reviewer says, "the object of Mr. Belsham in publishing 
it was, to chastise the Boston clergy for their cowardice in 
concealing their religious opinums.** This expresses what the 
Reviewer supposed to be Mr. Belsham's opinion of the Bos- 
ton clergy: and I presume. Sir, you will admit that he was 
warranted by the documents before him, in believing that 
such was Mr. Belsham's opinion, and such his design in 
publishing the letter. "The idea that a minister believes the 
truths of the gospel to be of infinite importance, and still 
conceals them, is incompatible with either jidelity or integrity.^* 
Here the Reviewer expresses a general sentiment, without 
applying it; a sentiment which you, Sir, I doubt not, will 
readily acknowledge to be just. 

My principal reason for selecting these passages, rather 
than others partly quoted by you, is, that they could be pre- 
sented in their proper connexions and aspects in fewer words. 
Tliese, however, wilf%e admitted, I trust, as a pretty fair 
sample of the whole. 
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After making ^ch quotations of detached sentences and 
0crap5 of sentences, as you thooght proper, to shew that the ^ 
ReTiewer had charged yon and your liberal brethren with a 
••hypocritical conceahnent of your sentiments,** you proceed 
to notice the proofs upon which he rests this charge. These, 
as you state, are «a letter from Dr. Freeman, and the letter 
of Mr. Wells to Mr. Belsham.'' The^e letters you very 
dexterously despatch; excepting that you quote from that of 
Mr. WeHs a pailicular passage, for the purpose of shewing 
«4he method,*' as yon say, *<in which it is distcrtied by the 
Reviewer.'* This letter tjie Reviewer gives entire, and I 
bdieve correctly; but afterwards he does quote the passage 
in question with some variation. Tlie quotation however is 
made, not, as you represent, for the pm*po^ of supporting the 
charge of hypocritical conceaJment, nor in any connexion 
with this topick; but most plaiidy for the purpose of making 
out a list of epitlietical and encomiastick descriptions, ghren 
by Mr. Wells of genflemen of the liberal party; and the pas- , 
sage is so shaped, as to be the more convenientiy arranged 
in the list. This alters the case materially. The Reviewer i 
does not bring forwaitl a passage in a *«distorted** form,- for 
the purpose of proving a charge of hypocritical concealment. 
But you have accused him of doing ttiis; and to ^ve the accu- 
sation the deeper impressi(m, you utter yourself in the f(rfl ow- 
ing rcmai'kable t(^rms: "An unpenerted mind turns with sor- 
**row and disgust from such unchaiitable and disingenuous 
•'dealing; and why all this labour to distoi-t what is so plain? 
<<the object is, to fix the character of knaves and hypocrites 
"on a large class of christians and christian ministers. I 
"might here be permitted to dip my pen in gall; but I do not 
"write for those whose moral feeling is so dull, as to need 
"indignant comment on practices like these.** — And certainly. 
Sir, tliis passage of yours needs no "comment**^ of mine. I 
can only deplore and deprecate tiie state of mind from which 
only it could have pi-oceeded. 

I mean not, dear Sir, to deny that ti^ Review does charge 
min*.£ters, and perhaps others, of the party called liberal, with 
want of openness and clearness in avowing and explaining 
their sentiments; nay^ witli designed "concealment** and cul- 
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j^aUe disguise. Nor will I dissemble that I bave felt no lit- 
tle^r^grety that its li^ngua^ on this subject had not been in a 
atyle of less repulsive freedom and apparent asperity. I am 
f ullj aware that this is tender ground^ and 1 feel most deeply 
the difficulty and the delic^y of the subject. 

It does, however, appear to me very clear, that Dr. ]lFree- 
man, Mr. Wells, and Mr. BcJ^ham did suppose, and that in 
the documents on which the Reviewer prificipally relies as his 
vouchers, they do represent, that liberal m ii^istcrs^ and other 
liberal gentlemen have judged it proper, not to make ordina- 
ry a fi*ee and full disclosure of their sentiipe^ts: that they 
-havo iafact thought it expedient to tep^porize; AVhether^ in 
this opUiioA of you and your brethren, those gentlemen are 
coiTiBci or hot, you must have been apprised, that the opin- 
ion is not peculiar to them, but very extensively prevalent: 
prevalent, not among those only, whom you would consider 
your adversajncA, but also among your friends. Hundreds 
and hundreds of times have I heafd it uttered tvom various 
quarters, apd with various expressions of approbation and 
disapprobation; and never, iti any debate or convei*sation, as 
I recollect, have I heard the trutU of it denied, or called in 
questiohw It seems mdeed to have been received as an estab- 
lished, uncontested fact, that ministers of the liberal class 
were not accustomed to be unreserved and explicit in tha 
public avowd and decIa,ration of their sentiments. I con* 
less to you, Sir, that.1 had so I'eceived it; nor did I ever im- 
agine that in go. receiving it, there was any^ thing ii\jurious or 
uncharitable: for I did suppose that yo4i and your liberal 
brethren, held it 9s a maxim, founded upon reasons satisfac- 
toljJto your own minds, that a degree of reserve and con- 
ciiyblient, greater or less according to circumstances, was 
prudent, aiid justifiable, aiul praiseworthy. In this supposi- 
tion I have been from time to time strengthened, by conversa- 
tions with respectable individuals of the class, and not a little 
confirmed by what I have occasionally heard from the pulpit. I 
have now in very frcgh^ipm^mbrance some sentiments to tliis 
eSbct, delivered in a sermon which I heard at an ordination 
in Boston a few motiths ago; and in which the preacher very 
■distinctly, and with considerable amplification, held forth 



Ihat^ though in some \ilaces it might be well, and ^'contribute 
«<to the faith aiid virtue of the people/' for a minister openlj 
and plainly to declare his sentiments, yet in other places It 
would not he prudent or proper: and in regard to this, th^ 
gentleman then ordained \i^as affectionately and earnestly 
advised to regulate himself^ according to the habits of think- 
ing and feeling, the prejudices or freedotn fir^m prejudice, 
which he should find to prevail among his people. 

Judg6 then. Sir, of my surprise, when I read, in your Let^ 
tcr, what I understood to be intended as an absolute denial, 
that any such reserve or concealment had been practised. 
After some reflection^ however, I dii^erned, or thought I dis- 
cerned, very clearly^ the foundation of the apparent contra- 
diction. The primary question between you aii^ your oppo^ 
ncnts on this subject is, What is to be understood by a min- 
ister being opisn, clear; and faithful iii the avowal and decla- 
ration of his sentiments? Upon this question there- is evi- 
dently, between you and them^, a real and material difference 
of opinion; and this difference is very manifestly the founda- 
tion of the apparent contradiction between you and them .on 
the question, whether you are open, clear, and faithful^ or 
ooncealed, indistinct, and unfaithfuL 

You are perfectly aware, that the ministers, called ortho-^ 
dox, are accustomed generally to preach out their sentiments 
Without reserve, perhaps sometimes without prudence. They 
do not shun to declare unto the people all the counsel of Grod^ 
as they understand it# They do not avoid preaching any 
doctrine which they find to be revealed in the word of God, 
either because that doctrine is mysterious, or because it is 
denied by some and doubted by others; but the very circum- 
stance of its being denied or doubted, is with them a reason 
why they should be the more particular, und the more earnest, 
in shewing its truth, in obviating the objections against it, 
and in so instructing their hearers upon it, as to promote the 
increase of their knowledge and the establishment of their 
faithtf These minister, tberefort^ are accustomed to use 
great plainness of speech, endeavouring to make themselves 
well understood upon every subject: to let it be distinctly 
known what they believe concerning mankind^ their fallen 
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9tate^ their native depravity and practical sinfulness^ their 
guilt and their condemnation; concerning Jesus Christ5 his 
person* his offices^ his atonement, and the nature and the 
way of the great salvation by him; concerning the Holy 
Spirit, his personal divinity, his official power and grace, and 
the nature and importance of his work in renewing, sanctify- 
ing, and sealing the licirs of salvation; and concerning the 
Gospel generally, its infinite importance as "the wisdom of 
Grod ?ind the power of Gt)d'* for the recovei-y of lost manlcind, 
its doctrines, its precepts, and its institutions. — Accordingly 
these ministers are understood; and in general their people 
and others are left in no doubt as to what their sentiments 
are. — ^This, Sir, is what they understand by ministers being 
open, and clear, and fEdthfiil in the avowal and declaration of 
their sentiments. 

It is otherwise, however, with you and your liberal breth- 
ren, asitppears most clearly from your Letter. . 

In repelling the chlirges of the Panoplist Reviewer, you 
first make what would seem to be a Confession of Faith; and 
then proceed to shew the manner in which you and ' your 
brethren perform your ministry. — To your friend Mr. 
Thatcher you say, p. 7, "We both agreed that a majority 
r<of our brethren believe that Jesus Christ is more than 
fMnan, that he exjsted before the world, that he literally 
^came from heaven to save our race, that he sustains other 
^^offices than those of a teacher and witness to the ti'uth, and 
*^that he still acts for our benefit, and is our intercessor with 
•<the Father. This w^e a^ed to be the prevalent scnti^nent 
«of our brethren.'* You then mention ^<another class of liber- 
«al christians, who, whilst they reiect the distinction of three 
f'pei'sons in God, are yet unable to pass a definite Jlulg- 
ffment on the various systems, which prevail, as to tlii na- 
"ture and rank of Jesus Christ:'^* and "another class'* still, 
wwho believe the simple humanity of Jesus Christ.'* — "As 
«to myself,'* you say, p. 19, "I have ever been inclined to 
"cherish the most exalted views of Jesus Christ, wliich are 
"consistent with the supremacy of the Father; and I have 
"felt it my duty to depart from Mr. Belsham, in perhaps 
^tevery sentiment wliich is peculiar to him on thi^ subject/'- 
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Then, including yourself with your brethren of the threctdass* 
es, you say, p. 13, "We are accustomed to speak of the Father 
<<U8 God, and of Jesus Christ as his Son, as a distinct being 
«from him,> a^ dependent on hiin, subordinate to him, and dc- 
•<riving all fi*om him/' 

Such is your Confession of Faith: and for this Confession 
I, deal' ^ir, for one^ most sincerely thank you^ and hundreds 
and tliousands of chrisUaiiQ, I am persuaded, will thgifk you. 
It will sen'c to rdicve us of much of tlie uncertainty, and 
much of the enibaiTassment, Which, until now, we have felt 
in relation to you and your liberal brcthren«-^Ohe gi*eat 
point is clear: — You hold Jesus C hriist as "a being** ciitire- 
ly «diistinct from God,'' and, like all other ci*catures, entire- 
ly <^dependent." — Of course, you will, doubtless, not hesitate 
to acknowledge what I have certainly very great sorrow ix^ 
stating, tliat the doctrines of atantment by his death, an(\ jus- 
iijication through faith in his. Uood, as held by orthodox 
clu*istians in all ages of the church,^ — ^together with all the 
truths and 5entiq[iepts — all the power&l motives to repen- 
tance, faith, ai^d holiness, depending on those cardinal doc- 
trines, at once fall to the ground before you! Thus much is 
plain; thus fai* the matter id settled in regard to yourself, 
and in iTgai'd also to your liberal brethren, in so far as you 
were authorised to ^peak for tlieiiu To what extent you 
wei'e thus authoria[ed, I know not; but would devoutly hope, 
not to tlie extent which your ipanner of speaking would seem 
to import. Yes, Sir^t most devoutly would I hope, that there 
ai^c some among those whom you would wish to include in 
your liberal party, who will I'evolt from your statement; who 
will protest against being numbered with you; who will yet 
awalwc from the enchantment, inore fatal than that of Armi- 
da, under the jK)wer of which they have too long been held. 

Still, however, I find in the terms of your c^^^, a great 
want of clearness and piHM:ision; great indistinctness and 
iiHibiguhy. What are we to uhdei*stand by "Jesus Christ 
being more than man?" — by liis <4itcrally coming from heav- 
en to save our race?" What is he more than man, and how 
drK^s he save? What "other offices does he sustain tlian those 
of a teacher and witness to the truth?" Upon these, and oth* 



er points comprised in your statement of the aeniiments of 
the liberal party in general^ you leave us in utter uncertain- 
ty. In your statement of your own sentimentB» your ambi- 
guity is not less remarkable. Were it not for what you say - 
in another place, we should not know what you mean by 
<<the supremacy of the Father:'' whether a supremacy in 
office, such as Trinitarians admit; or a supremacy in nature^ 
such a3 that of the infinite, independent Crealxir in relation 
to his finite, <<dependent'' creatures. <<I have felt it my duty," 
you say, ^<to depart from Mr. Belsham, in perhaps every 
aentimci^t peculiar to him on this subject.'' Might not Dr. 
Friestiiey, With perfect truth, have sud this? Is there a Uni* 
iarian in the world, eyen the closest follower of Mr. Belsham, 
who might not say the same? Undoubtedly there is no man 
living, who does not f^depart from Mr. Belsham, in every 
sentiment which is |M;ciiZiar to him.'^ But what are the sen- 
timents peculiar to Mr. Belsham? None of those certainly 
which are exhibited iii his Unitarian creed. 

N0W9 dear Sir, if such ambiguity, such want of distinct- 
ness and clearness, such apparent (I mean not to say dis- 
honest) f'cdpcealment," is found in this Confession of your 
Faitii; a co]|fession, made on an occasion so urgent, when 
you seem to have felt yourself called upon for a publick and 
explicit declaration of your sentiments; would it not be rea- 
sonable to conclude, that on ordinary occasions you are cer- 
tainly not less rcseryed, indistinct, and ambiguous: nay, that 
you have acquired a habit of expressing yourself on the doc- 
trinal subjects of religion, |n a manner not to be clearly 
understood. That such is the real fact, is manifest from the 
representation wl^^cl^ you give of the manner , in which yuu 
and your liberal brethren perform your ministry. 
*' The sum of this representation, which you have spread 
over several pages, is tliis: That you and your brethren stu- 
diously refrain from encountering the opinions of any of the 
various denominations of christians, who differ from you; 
and are accustomed <<to urge perpetually those truths and 
precepts," which to be sure you call ^*great," "about which 
there is littie contention." But what are those great truths 
and precepts, about which tlierc is littie contention, and wliich 



you perpetuially urgb? Certainly not any of the primary, not 
any of tiie peculiar doctrines or institutions of the gospel: for 
not one of these can be named, about which there has not always 
been, about which there is not still, great contention. The doc- 
trines concerning the Saviour's person and character, his 
priesthood and atonement, his offices and work; — ^the doctrines 
concerning the moral state of mankind, — regeneration by the 
Holy Spirit,— justification by faith, — ^pardon and eternal salva- 
tion through the merits of the one Mediator, — the resurrection 
of the body,r— and the final judgment,-^thc ^^everlasting de- 
struction of them that obey liot the gosjiel:** all these, as you 
will readily admit, are subjects of continual and earnest con- 
tention among those who profess to be christians. These 
doctrines theii, according to ybur own representation, you and 
your liberal bretliren carefully refrain from bringing into 
discussion before yqur hearers: or, if you mention them at all, 
yet only in such a manner, as not to come into conflict or col- 
lision, with any who differ from you on these great and car^ 
dinal points. 

But, Sir, set these doctrines aside, and what is then left of 
the Gospel of Jesus Clirlst? What is there left, but merer 
natural religion — called indeed, in this enlightened age, 
rational Christianity? — If, in your preaching, these doctrines 
are kept out of sight, or treated only in a manner so general, 
so vague, so ambiguous, as not directly and manifestly to 
clash with any of the various and opposite opinions, held by 
professed christians respecting them; if you dwell *<perpetu- 
ally'* on other topicks; is it then strange, that your people 
and others are left in utter uncertainty, as to what you be- 
lieve on these momentous points, and that you are considered 
as wanting in openness and clearness, and as practising 
reserve and concealment? 

*«In thus avoiding controversy,'* you say, p. 15, "we have 
thought that we deserved not reproach, but scftne degree of 
praise for our self denial." For myself, I had understood 
from the Scriptures, that it required christian <<self denial,** 
not to shi*ink from an open avowal of our faith in the doc- 
trines of the gospel, and from <<liolding forth the faithful 
word** in the face of opposition; but cordially to embrace 
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them^ bpeAly to icdnfess them, and meekly and charitably* 
yet fiimly and courageously^ to ^contend" for them. And 
you wUl pardon me. Sir, if I do not yet see that much 
upraise'' is due for your «sclf denial''. You tell us explic- 
itly, that ^<to believe with Mr. Belsham is no crime." In 
your Sermon on Infidelity, you also say, p. 13, «Forthese,'^ 
(i-easons previously mentioned) «and other reasons, I am 
unwilling to believe, that infidelity has no source but deprav- 
ity of heart, and that it can never be traced to causes which 
may absolve it fi'om guilt. It must be admitted indeed^ 
that you do not regard with quite equal kindness, those who 
believe in Calvinism; as is manifest from some very strong 
expressions of antipathy^ and from your representation, than 
which I am greived to say, I have seldom if ever seen a more 
^^difitorted" and injurious one, of their sentiments. Is it, 
however, a crime to believe in Calvinism? when, in your es- 
timation, it is none to believe in the lowest Unitarianism,-— 
and may be none to be an infidel. I presume that, notwith- 
standing the vehemence of your antipathy, you will hardly 
say it is. Blit if^^ in your estimation, errour of all kinds is 
innocent, then where is your <<self denial" in refraining 
from assailing it, and where your claim to upraise" for 
<<avoiding controversy?" 

There is still another point of view^ and that a very seri- 
ous one, in which yqur <^elf denial," and your claim to 
■<<praise," should not fail to be considered. K, indeed, to 
believe in errour is «no crime," then to believe in the. truth 
is no virtue. But, Sir, is it so represented in the word of 
God? Did Jesus Christ and Ids apostles conduct their minis- 
try> and eiyoin it upon others to conduct theirs, in the man- 
ner in which^ as you represent, you and your liberal brethren 
conduct yours? 

Jesus Christ says, <<This is the condemnation, that light 
is come into the world, and men have loved darkness rather 
than light, because their deeds are evU. For every one 
that doeth evil hateth the light, and will not come to the 
light, lest his deeds should be reproved." Is not truth 
light, and errour darkness? Does tiienthe great Teacher 
from heaven hsre represent i3k bdief in errour to be no 



crime? — a belief in the troth to be no virtue? Or does hi 
limit the remark to infidelity ?— which, in your Sermon before 
refeired to, you allow may sometimes proceed from «vice«'^ 
What is his meaning when, in his compiission to his apostles 
aad ministers, he ^ays, <<He that believeth/' (in the truth 
undouhtedly) ><shall be saved; he that believeth iibt shall be 
damned?'^ What is St PauFs meaning, when he ^ays, <«Be- 
cause they received not the love of the truth, that they might 
be saved, — €rod shall send them strong delusion to believe a 
lie; that they all tuight be damned who believed not the tr yith, 
but had pleasure in unrighteousness?'' And St. Peter's, when 
be says, <«There were false prophets also among the people, 
even as there shall be false teachers among you, who pritily 
shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord that 
bought them, and bring upon themselves sWift destruttion?'' 
If this language sound harsh and unfashiohable^ I t^ust, Sir# 
you wili have the goodness not to impute the fault to me; 
alid that you will hot^ on account of any unpleasantness in the 
language^ refuse to give attention to the momentous senti- 
ment contained in it 

Did the kposties^ thefi, studiously <^avoid controversy?'^ 
Did they <<seldom or never refer to any different sentiments 
embraced by other" professed "christians?" Never "attempt 
to refute" errour? Never assail any "system which they did 
not believe?" or any "denomination that differed from them?^ 
Did they refrain from preaching high and mysterious doc- 
trines, lest they should ^<perplex, and needlessly perplex, a 
common congregation, consisting of all ages, capacities, de- 
grees of improvement, and conditions in society?" Did they, 
*nn compliance with a general system" of conduct, adopted 
by them, cautiously "exclude" from their preaching all con- 
ti*ovcrted points, give up as unimportant and unprofitable 
every doctrine which any individuals, or bodies of professed 
christians, had ventured to deny or oppose^ and "persuade 
themselves that the best method of promoting the holiness 
and salvation of mankind" was, "to urge on them perpetually 
those truths and precepts about which there was little con- 
tention?" Had they done so, possibly they might not have 
been "made the oflTscouring of all things," and been exposed 



to <'deatli9 oft^'' — but have ^^enjoyed singular proaperityi^ 
•<feimd themseiyes respected by all classes of society/' and 
been <Hlistinguished by the eminent/' and by those whom the 
worid would call <^e enlightened and the good/' But did 
they not act upon an entirely opposite <<system7" Did thqr 
not preachy «<wifh much contention/' a doctrine which was 
*<to the Jews a stumbling block and to the Greeks foolishness/^ 
—41 doctrine which was ^^erery where spoken against?" Were 
not their Epstles all of them controversia!, in a greater or 
less degree^ and some of them almost entirely? Did they not 
zealously contend for sentiments which were denied and op- 
posed^— uid the more zesdously in proportion as the opposi* 
tion was more powerful and determined? Did they not ear- 
nesfly ''denounce" false doctrines and false teachers? warn 
fte churches and aU men against every prevalent errour? 
and with the utmost solemnity say, «If we^ or an angel firom 
heaven^ preach any other gospel unto you^ than that which we 
have preached unto you, let him be accursed!" 

Though the apostles were invested with an extraordinary 
authority, yet you will certainly admit, tliat, in their love and 
zeal for the truth, and (due allowance being made for change 
of circumstances) in the manner of performing their ministry^* 
fiiey are examples for all the ministers of Christ. — ^If then, 
my dear Sir, you and your liberal brethren have chosen to 
adopt <'a general system" of conduct in the ministry, alto« 
gether different from theirs, we must entreat you not to think 
it strange, if there are some who cannot accord to you all the 
ffpndse," which you «have thought that you deserved/' And 
notwithstanding the assurance and the pathos, with which 
you make your ''appeal" to your people, you must not expect 
that the minds of all will be entirely relieved firam the painful 
apprehension, that both you and your people may be under 
some deception; or from the distressing doubt, whether, at 
the appearing of the Lord Jesus, you will be able in his 
presence to say to them, "We take you to record this day^ 
that we are pure from tlie blood of all men; for we have not 
ahunned to declare unto you all the counsel of God." 

III. "The Reviewer," you say, "having charged us with 
<*holding the opinions of Mr. Behham, and hypoGritiQaOy 
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^'concealing them^ solemnly calls on christians who differ- 
<<fiHMn us in sentiment, <to come out and be separate from ns, 
« <and to withhold communion with us/ " Upon this topick 
your zeal rises to its utmost height. And it is» Sir, I con- 
fess, a subject most deeply interesting, and of a nature most 
strongly to excite the sensibilities of the souL Here lies the 
danger. Upon this subject, it is extremely difficult to keep flie 
passions still, and to attend with calmness, and mei^ness, and 
impartiality to the unadulterated dictates of reason and of scrip- 
ture. Yet scarcely can another subject be named, which more 
imperiously demands to be considered with the most dispas- 
sionate, docile, and unbiassed mind. I am fully aware that 
thei-e have been in all ages, that there are in the present age^ 
rasli and fiery zealots, who are never more in their element, 
than when engaged in strifes and contentions, sowing discord 
among brethren, and rending the churches of Christ piece- 
meal. Such spirits are not easily restrained and regulated, by 
tiie councils of the more temperate, and considerate, but not 
less conscientious, and firm, and faithful* I am no less fully 
aware, that there have been in all ages, that there are in the 
present age, zealots of a quite different character, but not less 
irash and fiery, who are always ready to raise the cry of big- 
otry, illiberality, fanaticism, and persecution, against every 
measure and attempt, though conducted with the best spirit, 
and with the utmost prudence and regularity, for maintaining 
the cause of truth, and promoting the purity, order, and pros- 
perity of the churches. — ^It would be lamentable. Sir, indeed^ 
should you descend from your proper elevation, and lend 
yourself, with all your weight and influence, to give a deeper 
tone, and a wider extent, to a cry so senseless and so unholy. 
It is to be lamented, that on a subject of this serious and mo- 
mentous kind, you should have thought it proper so entirely to 
dispense with argument, and with all the scriptural consider- 
ations which, in relation to this subject, so forcibly press them- 
selves upon the conscience and the heart; and to indulge a^ 
freely in vague declamation, poignant invectice, and fervid 
appeal to popular prejudices and passions. I know full well, 
and too many know, that this is the way to strike the minds 
of that great majority of mankind, to whom thought and refiec- 
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tion are iricsome; the method best adapted for tlie support of a 
lad cause. I am fully aware of your adrantagra in this res- 
pect But, Sir, a minister of Jesus Christ should esteem it 
a higher honour and a nobler achievement, to enlighten the 
inderstanding and correct the conscience of a single indirid- 
ual, than to rouse the passions and inflame the prejudices of 
thousands. — Declamation is always, for a very obvious rea- 
son, difficult to answer. Yours however, under the present 
head, is evidently bottomed on several assumptions, which I 
deem utteriy inadmissible, and some of the principal of which 
I propose to consider. 

In the frst j^ace, you manifestly assume, that the points 
of doctrine, upon which you and your liberal brethren differ 
from your opponents, are comparatively small and trivial; 
not '^practical,'' but sjieculative merely, and such as do not 
materially aflTect christian character. — I trust, Sir, it has 
been made plain, under the preceding head, that this ought 
not to be assumed. According to your own concession, the 
jMirty in whose behalf you plead, generally deny the essential 
divinity of the Saviour, and hold him to be a being entirely 
^distinct from God" — entirely "dependent," — ^in other words 
a mere creature. — But, Sir, between a being essentially 
divine, as by us the Saviour is held to be, and a mere crea- 
ture however ««exalted," there is, as you will readily ad- 
mit, an infinite disparity. The Saviour, then, whom you 
acknowledge, is infinitely different from Him whom we ac- 
knowledge and adore. Your rock is not as our Rock, you your- 
setves being judges/ As your acknowledged Saviour is infi- 
nitely inferiour to ours, so too are tlic offices and the work 
which you assign to him. Tou doubtless do not suppose, that. 
by any mere creature, atonement could be made for the sins 
of an apostate world, of sufficient merit for the pardon, sane- 
tification, and eternal salvation, of all who should trust in him; 
therefore, if you hold to atonement in any sense, yet unques- 
tionably not in the sense of a proper propitiatory sacrifice. Up- 
on, this denial of atonement, must follow of course the denial 
of pardon, procured by the.blooil of Christ, — of justification 
solely through faith in him, — of i*edemption from eternal 
death unto everlasting life by lum. Connected and, gcner- 



ally if not inrariably^ concomitant with the denial of theaO 
doctrines, is a denial of the Holy Spirit in his personal char-' 
meter and offices, and of the renewal of mankind unto holiness 
by his soTereign agency, as held by orthodox christians. 

Now, Sir, are these small and trivial points of diflference 
between you and us? The Ood whom you worship is differ- 
ent from ours; the Saviour whom you acknowledge is 
infinitely inferiour to ours; the salvation which you preach 
is immensely diverse from that w;hich we preach. Though 
yon call Jesus Christ master and Lord, and profess to believe 
in him and to love him; yet you do not^ with the discijde who 
bad long doubted, call him your Lobd and toub God; you 
do not believe on him for a salvation, meritoriously procured 
by his atoning blood, his vicarious merits; nor do you love 
him with supreme affection, or <<honour him as you should 
honour the Father." 

Are the doctrines then, about which we differ, merely spec- 
ulative? Are they not practical, most vitally and essentially 
practical? Do they not go home to the heart directly, and 
claim an empire ever all the affections and powers of the soul? 
Js not a doctrine which essentially concerns the object oi our 
worship, practical? — ^when, if we are wrong in regard to the 
object of our worships we can hardly be right in any part of 
our religion. Are not the doctrines, which affect directly the 
very foundations of our faith, practical?*— When a true faith is 
the grand requisition of the gospel, and the vital principle 
of aU holy practice, of all the works which are good and 
acceptable in the sight of God. 

Hitherto, Sir, I have proceeded upon the ground of your 
general statement, and held more particularly in view your 
higher classes of liberal christians. But it is not to be over- 
looked, that you make your remonstrance against «<separa- 
tion,'' not in favour of those higher classes only, but equally 
in favour of the lowest: — of those who believe in the ^<simple 
humanity of Jesus Christ," — ^who agree most nearly with Mr. 
Belsham; nay, Mr. Belsham himself, and those who agree 
with him entirely, were doubtless not intended to be excluded. 
Tou put in your earnest plea for the whole. The question, 
then, is a short one. Is not Mr. Belsham's gospel, as set 
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fbrfh in this deed, another gospel, than that which Paid 
preached? If yoa are not willing to admit this; yet surely you 
cannot hesitate a moment to admit» that it is another, than 
that which is held by orthodox christians, — ^which is preached 
by orthodox ministers: — essentially different in every partic- 
ular from the foundation to the top stone. One or the other 

■ 

of these schemes^ then, must be what St. Paul denominates 
'^another gospel,'' and against which, and its abettors, he 
solemnly pronounces his apostolick anathema. The leading 
doctrines of Mohammed are not more diverse from the or- 
thodox views of Christianity, than are those which you would 
have us hold in our fellowship. The followers of Mohammed 
believe in Jesus Christ as a good man, and a great prophet; 
and are accustomed to regard him, I believe, with as high 
Teneration, as are the lower Unitarians. 

Does it not then infinitely behove both you and us, instead 
of uttering vague declamations, and impassioned appeals, 
most seriously to weigh the very forcible declarations of the 
ingenuous MtgBelsham himself: ^Opinions such as these can 
no more harmonize with each other, than light and daricness, 
than Christ and Belial. They who hold doctrines to diamet- 
rically opposite, cannot be fellow worshippers in the same 
temple. It was expedient that they should separate." 

Another of your evident assumptions is, that every separa- 
tion between professed christians is unjustifiable; a criminal 
^^schism," the guilt of which is chargeable upon those who 
insist upon it as requisite. Schism, Sir, in the scriptural 
sense, I certainly hold to be no light matter. But what i9 
schism in the scriptural sense? Is it not a rending, a disrup- 
tion of the body oJChrisU or of his true church? But are all 
who call themselves christians really members of the body of 
Christ? Do they all hM the Headf Do the -scriptures teach 
this? — ^Do the scriptures represent that all separation from 
those who call themselves christians, all withdrawing of fel- 
lowship from them, is schismatick, is ^heretical!" Do they 
eiyoin upon the churches to hold in llieir fellowship all who 
profess to be christians, however corrupt in sentiment they 
may be? — ^Do they not on the contrary constantly insist on 
belief in the truth, as the very foundation of christian charac- 
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ter and pf christian fellowship? and as solemnly warn the 
churches to keep clear of errour as of other sin? as eamestlx; 
exhort them to be steadfast in the trnth, as in that hdiness 
of heart and practice^ to which the truth is ^conducive and 
absolutely necessai*y? 

If then^ in obedience to the scriptures, and with the spirit, 
and in the manner, which the scriptures enjoin, churches 
tliat are sound in the faith, separate themsclyes from such 
professed chiistians as deny all the fundamental, all the pecu- 
liar doctrines of the gospel, are those churches justly charge- 
able with tlie guilt of schism and heresy? Is an orthodox 
church to be charged with schism and heresy, for withholding 
fellowship from a church professedly of the sentiments of Mr. 
Belsham's creed? or for excluding from its communion, in 
the regular way of christian discipline, individual members 
who professedly hold the same sentiments? Or are members 
of Unitarian churches to be charged with schism and heresy, 
if, in the meek and faithful spirit of the gospel, they ask for 
dismission, and regulai*ly withdraw from a feHowship which 
they believe to be not that of tlie apostles and prophets? 

How, indeed) is the fellowship for which you plead to be 
maintained? Upon this point you and your liberal brethren 
have taken cai*e that we should be pretty fully informed. 
The orthodox churches must give up their creeds and cov- 
enants, their Psalms and Hymns and Doxologies^ must 
cease to insist on, as important, the great doctrines which 
they now hold to be fundamental and essential to the chris- 
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tian faith; must exclude from their pulpits all mysterious 
and all controverted doctrines, — all that are not included in 
what is fashionably called liberal or rational Christianity; must 
consent, in a word, to have their preaching and worship con- 
ducted on such principles, and in such a manner, as will not 
disturb the minds of liberal christians, or Unitarians of any 
class! — Is not this. Sir, precisely the way most distinctly 
marked out, and most strenuously insisted on, in your peri- 
odical publications, in youi* ordination sermons, and in all 
your discourses and convei*sations on this subject? If the or- 
thodox niinistei*s and churches will only consent to all this, 
the thing is done; all will be love, and peace, and fellow- 
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ahip. That is^ if they will consent to yidd up as unscrip- 
tural or unimportant the doctrines of faith and tlie princi{de8 
of worship, which tliey now hold most essential to christian 
character, devotion, and practice, — ^to hold it <<no crime to 
believe as Mr. Bclsham believes," and, to worship as he wor- 
sliipsj and thus cease to be orthodox, or in any respect mate- 
rially different firom those called liberal christians; all tha 
difficulty will be removed, and the way will be open and easy 
for ai^ established and permanent fellowship, between tliem 
and Unitarians of all degrees. — ^Tes, Sir: and if UnitariaiiB 
wodd cease to be Unitarians, and become oi'tliodox chiis- 
tians, the way would be equally unobstructed. 

But here lies the difficulty. The orthodox ministers and 
churches will not consent thus to yield up their faith and their 
worship: and from the earnest and abundant labour and 
pains which you and your liberal brethren have employed, to 
bring them to these terms, it is manifest that, unless they will 
consent, you do not yourselves suppose there can be fellow- 
ship between you and them. Because they do not consent, 
you continually charge them with being bigotted, illiberal, 
uncharitable; and now seem disposed to charge them even 
with schism and heresy. But, Sir, if on account of tlieir 
steadfast adherence to their faith and woi*ship a separation 
and non-fellowship ensue, does it not deeply concern you, as 
well as them, very seriously to consider on which side the 
guilt will lie? Unquestionably, notwitlistanding any thing 
which you have said of your own, or quoted from Dr. Camp- 
bell, it must lie on that side, which the Redeemer and King 
of Zion shall judge to have removed itself from the founda- 
tion of the apostles and prophets. 

Your last assumption which I shall particularly consider 
18 this: That it can be only from a bigotted, uncharitable 
and malignant spirit, — a <'proud, censorious and overbear- 
ing temper," that a separation can be proposed. — In this, as 
well as in what you say on the subject of schism and heresy, 
yon seem to forget that your liberal brethren m England 
have not only proposed a separation, but have actually car- 
ried the proposition into effect; and that your heavy charges 
i^gainst your opponents here, recoil with all their force upon 
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ycNir transatlantick friends. This, however^ is no concern 

of ours* 

We have been, my dear Sir^ so long accustomed to hear 
the vehement chai*ges of uncharitablcness^ illiberidityy and 
bigotry^ vociferated against us from your quarter, that wo 
have ceased to be greatiy disquieted by them. We <<bear tho 
angry thunder murmur at a distance, with as little concern 
as if it were the thunder of the pope, from whom it seems in- 
deed to be borrowed/' — ^The reason of these charges hsi^een 
explained in the foregoing remarks. Your modesty and con- 
sistency in them are notable. Tou set out with asserting, 
that religion consists in charity; in charity, to be sure, in 
your own sense of the word; you then claim aU this same 
charity as belonging to yourselves, and allow none of it to 
us: and thus, in effect, you deny that we have true religion. 
Tct the very reason why we are thus "denounced** as desti- 
. tute of charity is, that we do not, as you allege, allow the 
genuineness of your religion. You may then deny the 
genuineness of our religion, and yet be most charitable; but 
if we entertain any doubt of the genuineness of yours, we 
must be utterly destitute of charity! 

There is no woi*d more abused than charity. Its scriptural 
meaning, as you very well know, is love; holy love to God 
and men: that love which is «the end of the commandment" 
and "the fulfilling of the law.'* In this sense it is indeed 
the essence — ^the sum of religion. Is it then a violation of 
the great law of love, for the friends of truth to decline com- 
munion with its rejecters? — ^We have nothing to do here 
with slight diversities of opinicm; with differences about 
modes, or forms, or inconsiderable points of faith or prac- 
tice. Our concern is with differences of a radical and fun- 
damental natuiT; such as exist between oi-thodox christians 
and Unitarians of all degrees, even down to the creed of Mr. 
Belsham: for to this point you have yourself fairly reduced 
the present question. — Yes, Sir, the simple point here at is- 
sue is, Whether it be a violation of tiie law of love, for be- 
lievers in the true gospel of Jesus Christ, to separate from 
believei-s in another and an opposite gospel? If yours is the 
true gospel, then ours is another; if ours is the true gospel. 
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then youi's is another. In either case> the great question 
respecting fellowship remains the same* 

You will certainly agree with me, that whatever tends di- 
rectly to the maintenance and promotion of truth, cannot be 
incompatible with love to God, or love to men. Jesus Christ 
came into the world to bear witness to the trullu His apos- 
tles were appointed to* be witnesses to the truth; which they 
were to' propagate at every hazard, and wliich they, like 
their divine Master, finally sealed with thcii' blood. His 
church was established to be <«the pillai' and ground of the 
trath.** The great design of the chrii^tian ministry in all 
age is, to maintain and promote the truth. It is by means 

of the truth, that the glory of God is advanced in the world; 
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and that mankind are guided into the way of peace, and 
sanctified for the kingdom of immortal glory« liOve to God 
and men then requires, as a duty of primary obligation, that 
the churches of Christ, the ministers of the gospel, and all 
christians should do what they can for the promotion of truth. 
We advance then to another question: would it conduce 
more to the promotion of truth for the believers in the true ' 
gospel, to hold fcUpwship with the believers in another gos- 
pelj than to separate from theih? — ^We hp,ve seen in what way 
only this fellowship can be maintained. If it is to be main- 
tained, the principal doctrines of the gospel must cease to bo 
dearly preached; divine worship must cease to be conducted 
on principles distinguishingly christian; every principle or 
truth which is controverted, must be yielded up, as no long- 
er to be urged or defended; and the friends of truth must 
conform to the abetters of errour. All this must take place 
to a degree proportionate to the extension and closeness of 
the feUowship.*— But is this. Sir, the way to maintain and 
promote the truth in the church and in the world? Is it 
not rather the way to extinguish at once the light of the 
ministry, the light of the church, the light of the gospel? 
to throw back the children of light into darkness and the 
shadow of deVth, and to leave the prince of dai'kness to 
triumph in an unlimited and undisturbed empire? — Would 
not the first and most certain effect be, the general preva- 
lence of tlie opinion and the feeling, — already, alas! too 
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prevalent, — ihBt trtftiti is not worth conteniMiig for, that the 
great doctrines of the gospd aw ef very little importAncf^ 
What then \(rould he the consequence?-— Shew me ft man 
who cherislies this ojdnion, tiiis feeling, and I will Bhew 
you one, who, far from going to the cross or to the ifrt^ke, 
like the apostles and the host of holy maVtyrs, wiH make 
no sacrifice, no exertion, for the spread or the support ef 
the truth: nay, one, who is already himself bound hand and 
foot with the silken cords of errour, a«d whose ^'deceived 
heart hath turned him aside, that he cannot deliver his soul, 
nor say. Is there not a lie in my riglit Iiand?" And let this 
opinion and feeling generally prevail, and where shall we 
find those who will be ^^vdiant for the truth upon the earth?'' 
"Whatsoever maketh manifest is light." Would not the 
separation in question make manifest? Would it not serre 
to hold up the dii^tinguishing truths of the gospel, and to 
shew their importance, to the greatest advantage and with 
the best effects? Would it not tend to wake up the slumber- 
ing multitude, to excite them to earnest and serious inquiry, 
and to prevent their perishing for lack of knowledge^ "fast 
by the oracle of God?^' 

Is it then certain, that a proposal, that even an earnest call 
for this, can only proceed from a "malignant, proud, and 
censorious spirit?^' Is it certain, that such a proposal or call 
might not proceed from the same spirit of holy charity, 
which ruled the hearts and fired the zeal of the apostles 
and faithful brethren of the primitive times, and of the distin- 
guished ministers and confessors of the Reformation? the 
spirit which achieved such wonders for the honour of ^Ghrist 
and the salvation of men; but which in those illustrious peri- 
ods, as it has been in all succeeding ages, was violently de- 
nounced, as the spirit of fanaticism, malignity, and pride. 

Far be it from me to stand forth the advocate of a violent 
"system of denunciation and exclusion,** or of rash, disorder- 
ly^ or uncharitable measures. I am fully aware that thene is 
danger, great danger on this hand. And did it belong to m© 
to assume prelatical dignity, and like you to give, ex cathedra, 
"admonitions" to my brethren, the sum of my advice and ex- 
hortations should be. Brethren^ "let all things be done de- 
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tMitly and Ut order;^' — ^^4et aU ydnr things be done with char- 
i^." — ^The s^rit of Christianity is not to be violated; the 
rules of the gospel are iMt to be disregarded; the rastly in- 
teresting consid^ntions, bdonging to the subject on the one 
sMe and on the other, are not to be treated with lightness. 

But, Sir, the differences which exist between the Unitariana 
And the orthodox christians are certainly of a nature, to de- 
iteand the most serious and earnest attention. They concern, 
most directly and essentially, tiie glory of Gfod, the honour of 
the Saviour, the welfare of the church, and the salvation of 
men. In comparison with these, the diflferences between Dis- 
senters and Episcopalians, between Pftdobaptists and Anti- 
psedobaptists, ure matters of mere feature and complexion*^ 
Utterly in vain is the attempt to put these differences out of 
sight, to conceal their magnitude and momentous consequen- 
ces; or by a raised cry of bigotry, illiberality, and intolerance, 
to divert the publick attention from them. They must and 
wiU be fearlessly discussed and seriously considered; and 
ministers and churches, professed christians and all others, 
most and will be brought to the sdemn decision, — whether 
they will be for Christ or against himr— whether they will re- 
ceive and hold fast his trutii, or despise and rqect it, — whether 
^y will bow to his authority and trust in his grace, or refuse 
to have him to reign over them and contemn his salvation. 

In the mean time, Charity, hcaven-bom Chanty, must be 
sdlowed to weep and lament over the inroads of errour and 
the desdations of Zion* Yes, Sir, charmed not at all with 
. the so loudly chaunted praises of increased "light,*' — abashed, 
aot at aH by the disdainful sneers at imputed fanaticism, — 
she will weep—that her adored Lord is denied his divine 
honours, in the beloved city of our solemnities, where our 
fatiiers saw his gjory, and delighted to celebrate his wonderful 
works of love and mercy. 

Thus, Sir, have I attended, amid various unpropitious cir- 
cumstances, to some of the principal things in your Letter. 
Thei« are others Which I certainly deem not unexceptiona- 
ble, but which my design does not require, nor my limits per- 
mit me particularly to notice. If in any instance, I have 
misapprehended you, misrepresented you, or done any injus* 
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tice to you or to others^ I can truly^ I thinks say it has beet 
unintentional; and to correct any errour, or i*edress any 
ivrongy would afford me real pleasure. 

I have done wrhat I have felt to be a painful duty. The 
Lord pardon what is ^¥rong» — and prosper what is right 
And may the Spirit of truth guide us into all truths and 
cause us to «sce eye to eye/' — keep his people from Callings 
fill the churches with light and ^icace; and make his word 
<^mightily to gixiw and prevail.'* 

I am, llev. and dear Sir^ * 

With sentiments of affectionate respect^ 
Tour friend and brother,' 

SAMUEL WORCESTER. 

Salem, Jidy 15, 1815. 



POSTSCRIPT. 

I piTrn I have part of a spat^ page» and have thought fit to oetapy it with «OiM 
smaller matters. 

You aay, p. 6, **Dr. Watts in the latter part of his life was decidedly kn Uni- 
tariau.*'— I am amazed that such an asserliou could have been hazanled by you: 
an assertion, which Mr. ReUhum, strongly desirous as he was to make out some- 
thing in tAvour of his cause, fram Dr. W atts's *Mast thoughts," dorst not make. 
From what Mr. Belsharo has presented on this subject, 1' should certainly con- 
clude, e^en had I no other means fif judging, and I believe every candid person 
votdd conclude, that the vague rei>ort8, so industriously circulated, of the Unita- 
rianism of Dr. Watts, arc most unsolidly founded, and mo^l injutious to the mem- 
ory of that great and good man. That' he had a peculiar manner of explaining 
the mybteiy of the Trit)ity 1 do not deny; bnt, after no little attention to the 
subject, I do deny that there is any proof of bis being a Unitarian ; and am fii*m in 
the belief that ''he maintained to the last thQ true divinity of the Son and of ttie 
Holy Spirit" 

In yo4ir zeiU to strengthen your cause, you have numbered with Unitarians 
'■D«*. Barnaitl;" I suppo&e the late Dr. Barnard of this town, whose name I 
would nerer mention but uith particular affection and respect. I have great 
xatisfaetion in being able to as!(tti*e you, tliat I>r. Barnard, but a few months before 
his death, explicitly and emphatically denied his being a Unitarian, and professed 
his belief in the esecntial divinity of Jesus Christ, li you wish for more proof to 
the same effect it can Ik* i^roduced. 

Of '^Preftident WiHurd,*' \«hom you also place on the same list, I am not able 
to si>eak with the same positiveness; but from information, on which I place 
gi*eat i*eHance, I believe you «re not warranted in numbering hira with I'nitarhins. 

The vnanner in which ^oa hav^^ denounced the Panbplist, demands, I think, 
your movt serious reconsideration. To denounce with a spirit so violent, and 
upon grounds so uuxolid, a publication of such well earntd reputation, and such 
cxlonsive usefulnesses to assume a responsibility of no ordinary kind. 

T have seen your "Additional Kemai^N;" and you must permit me to say, that 
I think neiiher yourself, nor the President of Harvard College, nor any fi-iend to 
you or him, Milf long regard them with much complacency. What you say on 
the subject of *<K8PrnxAOE," is truly remarkable. 1 really did not know that 
tliore was at»\ luv of God or man, forbidding people to remark on publick per- 
fnrmaitceSf or to publish what they hear delivered in fniblick. If I have trans- 
gressed, in mnitionintr uhat I have, of a Sermon, which 1 heard at an Ordina- 
tion, I hope that my utter ignorance of the law will be admitted to due consid- 
eration. S. VV- 



SECOND LETTER 



TO TKB 



REV. WILLIAM E. CHANNING, 



\ 



OBT THB SUBJECT Off 



UNITARIANISM. 



BY SAMUEL WORCESTER, D. D. 

PASTOB Of THX TABZRHACLS CHUBCH, SALEIC. 



THIRD EDITION, 



BOSTON: 
pnnrm BT tAMVBL T. ARMSTBONe, VO. 50, OOBRVTLL. 

1815. 



t 
J 



I . 



ijrrTEM. 



HBT. Aim 91UII $1M, 

A REASON of my choosing to communlcato my thoughtSi 
on your Letter to the Rev. Mr. Thacher^ in a I^etter ad^t 
dressed to yoa, rather than present tiiem to the publick in 
Kiy other form^ was, that I bore towards you very sincere 
•Action and respect, and wished, while performing a most 
painful duty, assiduously to preserve and cherish these sen- 
timents. In this disposition I was careful that you should 
recrive a copy of the Letter, accompanied with a note of fra- 
Itmal courtesy, before the pamphlet was published for sale, 
l^ugh I have not met with reciprocal attention in either of 
these respects, and have only found, at the Bookseller^s* 
MR^marks" on my Letter, addressed <<to th/e publick;*' yet^ 
animated still with tlie same sentiments as at first, and im«> 
pressed with some new considerations, I choose to address 
what I have to offer in reply to your Remarks,^ in a second 
letter to you^ 

There are cases in which a fair statement of tfie truths 
•ven with the kindest spirit and in tiie mildest terms, wiU 
almost certainly be considered by those on whom it bears, as 
Mvere if not bitter. This infelicity I deeply felt when writ- 
ing before, and now, I can assure you, not less deejdy feel. 
I sinc^^y regret the necessity of exhibiting truths, which 
will be painful to you; and it will be my care not to render 
ttwn additionsdly paiitful, by ray asperity or unfairness in 
tte manner of exhibiting tfieu)., t find that your Remarks 
ave almost entirely personal; but in replying to these <<per- 
aonalities,'' it will be no object with me to ^^defmd myself,^ 
any further than seems, necessary for tibe vindication of the 
cause which I espouse. My earnest desire is, that attention 
aMiy be fixed, not upon me or upon you, but upon the im<« 
fittant ^estiotts of general, concern in discussion betweev^ 



US. These questions merit attention; and neither we^ nor 
others on either side^ ought to he weary of attending to them> 
until they he well understood^ and correctly decided. 

In reading your Remarks, my first care was to find, if you 
had made it appear that I had, in any instance, misappre- 
hended or misrepresented you, or done injustice to you or to 
others. In two or three instances you intimate that I have 
misrepresented you, and in three or four that I have wronged 
you hy unjust imputation. To these I will hriefly attend. 

I stated that "in the terms of your creed,*' as given in 
your Letter, there is <<a great want of clearness and precir 
sion; great indistinctness and amhiguity.'* You <<deny'' the 
correctness of this representation. I have ddiberately re- 
examined the subject, and my views of it remain unaltered. 
It was n(^t because your "statement," or creed, did not "meet 
and answer every question which may possibly be started ux 
relation to your sentiments," that I pronounced it indistinct 
and ambiguous j but because, as I attempted to shew, it was 
not clear and unequivocal upon the points most directly in 
question: and I am perfectly content to submit it to the judg- 
ment of candid men on either side, who will attentively read 
what ypu have written and what I have written, whether in 
this instance I am guilty of misrepresentation. To them 
also I would refer, whether, as I have never been charged 
with concealing my sentiments, I am open to the ^^reproach, 
in turn," of ambiguity and indistinctness, in regard to any 
statements which I made, or which it w^ incumbent on me 
to make. 

You seem to intimate, p. 8, that I have misrepresented 
your account of the manner in which you and your liberal 
brethren perform your ministry. TJiis also I have reexam* 
ined: and only desire that my representation and argument 
may be fairly compared with ypur statement, and mth the 
^neral, notorious, and undisputed facts to which I referred* 
. You say, p. 12, "I refer to his ^isinuation,'that we have 
adopted a style of preaching opposed to that of the apostles^ 

BECAUSE WE WISH TO AVOID THE SUFFERINGS WHICH THOS]^ 
jpOXT MEN ENCOUNTEBED, AND WISH TO SECURE THE VAYOVlf, 

OF THE woRiO)."— I did indeed suppose that ^^the favour of 
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the world** which you enjoy, and of which you speak in your 
Letter with so much complacency, was to be attributed, at 
least in part, to <<a style of preaching*' widely different from 
that of the apostles. But that you have adopted this stylo 
for the sake of such a boorif I have no where '^insinuated." 
Throughout my Letter, I studiously confined myself to the 
statement and suggestion of facts and principles in <4an- 
guage" wliich you acknowledge to be ^^sufficiently soft and 
guarded," and without arraigning or impeaching, in a single 
instance, intentions or motives. Had you duly attended to 
fliis character of my Letter, you would have spared yourself 
the pain of many of your remarks. — And here. Sir, I enter 
my protest against the "rule" of construction which you have 
professedly adopted, and according to which you seem to 
think it right to assume the ^nmpression,^^ which any writings 
happen to make, as the criterion of their real meaning. 

P. 15, you quote from my Letter the following passage: 
<<You doubtless will not hesitate to acknowledge what I have 
certainly very great sorrow in stating, that the doctrines of 
akmement by Chri^Vs deaths and justification through faith in 
his bloodf as held by orthodox christians in all ages of the 
church,^ — at once fall to the ground before you." Ujion this, 
you exclaim, ^^Astonishing assertion!" — "What! does Dr. 
Worcester really 'believe that I will acknowledge without 
hesitation^ that I reject these or any other doctrines, as they 
were held by orthodox christians in the age of Christ 
and his aposttes, or as held by orthodox christians in any 
age of the church J^ Really, Sir, I did rely on your candour, 
that you would not refuse to me the common and established 
use of the word orthodox, and that you would not, by giv- 
ing to this word a dificrent sense, evade a notorious matter 
of fact, and avoid an ingenuous concession. Admit the word 
orthodox in its gineral acceptation, and in the sense in which 
YOU must have ^understood me to use it; and I am still confi- 
dent you will not deny what I supposed you would not hesitate 
to acknowledge. 

In this connexion you say, ^cBefore leaving this head, I 
would protest against Dr. Worcester's habit of fastening on 
lus opponents the consequences which seem to him to follow 
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Srom flteir system. This pnu^ce is uiifiur and iDJiirkN^ I 
am not conscious of this «babit." I do not think it rigiit fop 
any one to fasten upon his opponents the consequence^ wh|£)i 
teem to him to f(dlow from their system; when tl^y them*- 
selves disavow those consequences, or do not generally admit 
ihenu Against such a practice, I would cordially join Y^ 
you in the most earnest and decided <<protesC' But the j^resr 
ent is a very different case. It is a well known fact, th^t 
those who deny the essential divinity of Jesus Christ, do also 
generally, if not universally, deny th^ doctrines of atoD^ment 
and justification hy faith, as held by orthodox"^ christianau 
Your reference to Dr. Samud Clark and to Bible News ip 
utterly irrelevant. Dr. Clark did not deny the essential dir 
vinity or the eternal existence of the Son of God; and hence 
was not under the necessity of denying the doctrine of atone** 
ment Though, nevertheless, I believe Dr. Clark's views of 
the Trinity erroneous, and to have been solidly refuted by 
Dr. Waterland; yet it is not with Dr« Clark, or with any who 
do not deny the essential Divinity of Jesus Christ, that I aqi 
concerned in the present discussion* ,My concern is with 
those who hold Jesus Christ to be only a creature; wheth^ 
they hold him to be <<the first production of God, the most ex- 
alted being in the universe with the single exception of the 
infinite Father," or a mere man, fallible and peccable like 
other men^ Whatever termi^ may be emjdoyed to set forth 
the dignity of Jesus Christ, and to represent him as being al- 
most equal to the supreme Father, it is nevertheless certain 
that, if he is only a creature, he is infinitely inferiour to th^ 
Father; and is no more to be compared with Grod, no more t^ 
be represented aa approaching in dignity and glory to hiin> 
than any other creature, even man thai is a woroL Before Him 
whose name is Jehovah all creatures are as nothing. This 
the highest holy creature wUl the most deejdy fed, and, feeU 

*I still use this word in its common acceptation, to denote tllose christiani^ 
who hold the doctrines of Christ's tme diTinity, atonement for sin by hl& 
death, and justification by faith alone in him; in opposition to those who denjr 
these doctrines, and whom I call Unitarians^ not because 1 think them justly 
entitled to appropriate this name^ bat because it is the name hy which they 
lihinne Id be eailed. 



ii^ tt^ irtnitd tihiidder ftt the «sclipti(m to him df th6 
Bfttned^ and titles^ imd honours ascribed to Jesus Christ. Aii 
it itSspects the doctrine of atonement then, and other eTangel- 
ical doctrines connected with it, it matters not whether Jesus 
Christ be regarded as a mere man, or as a creature of supers* 
ahgelick dignity. If he is a mere creature, whatever rank 
you choose to assign to him, his death could not have been of 
the nature, or of the meritorious ejSScacy of a propitiator/ 
sacrifice for the sins of the worid. It is therefore with per- 
fect consistency, and a matter ^of course^ and necessity, that 
those who hold liim to be a mere creature, do actually deny 
Hie doctrines of atonement and justification, as held by ortho* 
iox christians. What, then, I <<again and again intimate,^^ 
k^ not a Aiatter of mere inference, but a notorious matter of 

But is it not retnarkable, Sir, that in the very paragraph 
ih which you protest against ^fastening on opponents the 
consequences which seem to follow from their system,*' you 
lAionld do the very thing against which you protest? You 
here assert, that ^he system of the Trinitarians makes the 
sufferings of Jesus Christ nothing more than the sufierings 
rf a manJ'* Do you not know. Sir, that the Trinitarians 
decidedly deny this consequence? Do you not know tiiat 
^ey hold Jesus Christ to be God and man united in ofie 
jierAim^^-that this one complex person snfiered and died, — and 
that bis death had all the importance, all the merit, all the 
efficacy, which could be derived to it from the infinite dignity 
tff such a person? H£ who was in the form oi^ GoDf 

AKB THOUGHT IT JTO ROBBEBT TO BE EitUAI. WITH GoD— 

'WHS madt in the Ukentss of man, and being fmind in fashion 
OS H man, he hurtMed himself and becaIoi obebient unt» 

mCATH, EVE^ the HEATH OF THE CROSS. HoW COUld yoU 

ttien say, that our <<system makes the sufferings of Jesu9 
Christ nothing more than tiie sufR^rings of a maii?* 

To several very solemn quotations of scripture, in my 
fbrmer Letter, tins remaric is subjoined: «If this language 
sound harsh and unfashionable, I trust. Sir, you will have 
the goodness not to impute the fault to me; and that you will 
^ot on accounc of any unpleasantness in the language, refuse- 



to gire attention to the momentous sentiment contained id 
it." Of this you complain. The serious truth is, that I was 
so forcibly struck with those passages, in contrast with the 
language which we are accustomed to hear from your quarter, 
that it really occurred to' me that such disgust would be ex- 
cited by them in the minds of readers of the liberal class, as 
would almost induce them to throw down the pamphlet and 
read no further: and I paused to deliberate whether it might 
not be expedient to suppress the quotations. It was under 
tjhis impression that the remark was made. On reflection, 
however, after the Letter was published, and before I saw 
your reply, I was apprehensive, that, in tliis instance, I 
had conveyed an unjust imputation, and sincerely regretted 
that I had made the remark. When I found that you con- 
sidered it in this light, and were wounded by it, my- regret 
was increased. I confess my fault in this particular^ and 
devoutly wish that the remark could be obliterated from the 
Letter, and efia-ced from every mind. 

1 have now, I believe, noticed all the instances, in which 
you have intimated that I am chargeable with misrepresen- 
tation, or unjust imputation^ and with these brief remarks, I 
cheerfully submit them all to the candid and serious reconsid- 
eration of yourself and every reader. 

My next inquiry was, whether you had invalidated any of 
my "criticisms,'* statements, positions, or arguments: and 
after a very attentive examination and re-examination, you 
will permit me, dear Sir, to say, what I feel perfectly safe in 
saying, it is my deliberate judgment, and in it I have the con- 
currence of all with whom I have conversed on the subject, 
tliat you have not directly met me at a single point, shewn 
me to be incorrect in a single statement, nor refuted me in a 
single position or argument; and, in a word, that your 
Remarks are no real answer to my Letter. 

It becomes then an inquiry, by what means you have given 
to your Remarks the appearance and effect of an answer? For 
that they have with some this appearance and this effect, I do 
not doubt. This inquiry, though a delicate and unpleasatnt 
erne, justice to the cause of truth forbids me to decline. 



In the first place^ ytm have impuUd to me a bad gpirii m$4 
iatentioiu With this you begin, and with this you end| and 
in this, t believe, the etfective force of your Remarks mainly 
lies. Were no bad spirit or intention imputed to me, I pre- 
sume no person would suppose my Letter to have been an- 
swered. But with persons who allow their feelings and pas- 
sionSy instead of reason, and conscience, and scripture, to de- 
cide upon the controversy, this imputation has all the effect of 
the most victorious argument* 

My Letter, you say, <<though milder in language, bbeaths 
too much of THE SPIRIT OF THE REVIEW." The Spirit of 
the Review you have represented, in your Letter to Mr. 
Thacher, as being a spirit of "falsehood,** ^'unfaimess,^ 
"disingenuousness,'* "uncharitablencss,** <<illiberality,** "cen- 
soriousness,*' "insult,** "bitterness,** "malignity,** "pride,** 
"cruelty,** "fury,** "denunciation,** "heresy,** and "awful 
temerity.** It was by imputing this spirit to the Reviewer, 
that you roused the passions of your party into a flame. 
And now you impute to me the same spirit— whether in equal 
measure you do not say. It was easy. Sir, if nothing in the 
breast rendered it difficult, to make this imputation: but it 
ought not to have been made without proof— clear, substantial 
proof. Had you convicted me of such a spirit, though it 
would not have been a refutation of my Letter, yet it would 
have fixed on me an indispensable obligation to humble my- 
self before you, before the world, and above all before Him 
whose servant I profess to be. But you have offered no 
proofs and utterly unconscious as I am of having written 
with such a spirit, I confidently refer it to all candid judges 
— ^I humbly refer it to Him who judgeth righteously — ^wheth- 
er the imputation is not entirely gratuitous and unjust. 

Of my Letter you further say, "It is too obviously desig^t- 
BD to drive both me and my brethren from the church and 
from the ministry.*' Could charity. Sir, neither discern nor 
imagine any other design than this? What other course should 
have been adopted, what other means should have been used, 
had one designed to do what he could to convert his brethren 
from the errour of tlieir ways, and thns to hide a mvUitude of 
unsf 
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You repeatedly speak of my ^^attemWs to render your 
preaching and your sentiments odious;" and this you repre- 
sent to be one <<6Reat object of my Letter.'* This also 
plainly imports a malignant spirit and intention. But, Sir^ 
in what way have I attempted to render your sentiments and 
preaching odious, excepting by a simple exhibition of them, 
w^ithout discolouring, distortion, or declamation, in contrast 
with those of orthodox ministers and of the apostles of Christ 
. In pp. £2 and 23, you make a representation of my spirit 
and intention, at which you "shudder,'" and at which you 
had reason to shudder. But that part of your Remarks I 
shall have occasion to consider in another place. 

Towards the close you have this passage: <*It does not 
"appear, no, not in a single line, that Dr. Worcester ever 
•^brought home to himself the case of his injured brethren, 
^^ever imagined himself in their situation, and inquired how 
<^under such circumstances he would himself have felt and 
"acted.'* Here I am represented as devoid of brotherly 
sympathy and feeling; and here is the consummation of that 
unchristian and malignant spirit, which is imputed to me 
li'om the beginning of your Remarks to the end. Sir, I 
have reason to sympathize with my brethren, whenever they 
are injured by attempts "to drive them from the ministry,'* 
or to deprive them of their comfort, their good name, or their 
usefulness; I have no occasion to ^nmagine myself in their 
situation;" and I should, indeed, be a monster of insensibili- 
ty, had I no tenderness of feeling for them. I have not for- 
gotten that I was once myself *^driven" from a settlement, a 
church, and people, dear to my heart; driven, indeed, not by 
persecuting Calvinists, but by liberal men; yet not on that 
account entirely without pain. I have witnessed tlie suffer- 
ings of others in similar circumstances, and particularly of 
a beloved brother in your vicinity. If I have not been de- 
ceived, these painful scenes, wliile they have brought me 
pretty fully acquainted with the charity and liberality of the 
age, have had a salutary effect upon my feelings, and taught 
me how much it becomes the professed servants of Christ to 
treat their brethren with forbearance, kindness, tenderness, 
and undissembled good will. This lesson may I never forget— 
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■e^er fail to practise towards all my brethren, however they 
pay differ from rae in opinion* and in wliatever way I may 
be called in duty to bear testimony against their errours, or 
their proceedings. 

Tour imputation to me of a b3d spirit and design, I do 
not attribute to any particular unfriendliness to me. I at- 
tribute it to a general cause — ^to a general state of mind, and 
habit of thinking and feeling; and on this account I am in- 
duced to consider it with more particularity, than I should 
be willing to bestow on any thing merely personal. It is but 
too manifest that you and your liberal brethren are in the 
habit of regarding, and of representing a]ad denouncing those 
who hold the sentiments which I espouse, as being possessed 
of a malignant spirit And having been accustomed to wit- 
|ie§s hqw completely the imputation of this spirit serves, with 
a large portion of people, instead of a thousand '^proofs of 
holy writ'* against us, you resort, it would seem habitually, 
WnAf I would hope, without any meditated intention to injure, 
to this convenient and effectual expedient. To what, if not 
to this habit, shall we attribute tJie frequent, and entirely un- 
|iecessary mention, both in your Letter and Remarks, of 
Ealvinists;^ and almost always with some insinuation, as if 

• 

<hey above all men were sinners in the odious matter of 
persecution? 

But, Sir, is this charitable, is it candid, is it magnanimous, 
fs it just? Was not Arius, the father of that class of Unitari- 
i^s to which you yourself seem to belong, a violent perse- 
putor? Was it not ho and his followers, who, Jirst of aU 
among professed christians, set the hideous and direful ex- 
ample of secularixing the discipline of fhe church, and perse- 
mting their opponents to imprisonment^ hq^nishmentp and deatli? 
And did they not crimson the whole Roman empire mth the 
blood of Trinitarians? Did not Davides perish in prison, 

• The present eontroyersy has no respect to points peeuliarlj CalviniaHck. 
Armmiut was as decided as ^alvin on the d<M»triQe4 of the Trinity in the Godhead^ 
^ entire corruption of human nature, atonement by the death of Christ, justi' 
ttttion hy grace through faith in him, and moral renovation by the Holy Spirit. 
Hit system, it is true, was soon corrupted, and a mixture of Pelagianism and 
ftoeiniantam came to be called Arrainianism; but genuine Arnonianism is n^ 
ttas directly in opposition, than Calriaism, to every species of Unitari^nUpOf 
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under the unrelenting severity of the persecuting spirit of 
Faustus , Socinus and his adherents^ the founders of another 
class of Unitarians? Was it not by Archbishops Laud and 
Sheldon^ the fathers in England of adulterated Arminianism, 
imd of sentiments once called latitudinarism^ now called lib- 
eral, that Calvinists were forbidden to preach on the <«Five 
Points,"--^that two thousand niinistei*s, confessedly the best 
in the kingdom, were <<driven" from their parishes on St, 
Bartholomew's day, and persecuted with fines and imprison-; 
ments, and some of them to death, — and that our Calvinis- 
tick forefathers were compelled to leave their native country, 
and seek an asylum in the American wilderness? In our own 
country and in our own age, who have shewn the most deter- 
mined spirit to "drive** their opponents from the noiiustry, 
by private exertion^ by ecclesiastical proceedings, and by 
ludicial decisions? And since the commencement of the pres- 
ent controversy, on which side, may I not ask, has ther^ 
been most of wrath, and clamour, and evil speaking, amon^ 
th^ people in the places of greatest excitement? 

I have no pleasure. Sir, in adverting to these deplorable 
facts; nor would I, for my life, mention them with the spirit 
and for the purpose of retaliation, I should deem it most un-, 
christian, unjust, and injurious in me to reproach you and 
«your liberal brethren, with the violent spirit of persecution, 
displayed by men of your sentiments in the days of other 
times, when ecclesiasticfd discipline was secularized, and 
confounded with judicial proceedings. I should deem myself 
a most unfair and ungenerous disputant, should I, in this 
discussion, endeavour to divert attention from the real points 
in debate, and to enlist passion and prejudice on my side, by 
^ perpetual recurrence to such extraneous and odious facts, 
persuaded as I am, that your feelings would reyolt at the 
thought of acting over again the violent and bloody scenes of 
Arius or of Laud; I am no less fuU in the confidence, that you 
have no good reason to believe, or to insinuate, that your op- 
ponents would not revolt with equal horrour from every thing 
like "the flames lighted for Servetus.*' Such a belief, such 
an insinuation, permit me, dear Sir, to say, is unworthy of 
your enlightened ioaind, and your elevated standing; ai^d couHl 
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never have found a place with you, but for the unpropitious 
Hiabit to which I have referred, and of wliich probably you 
Jiave been too little conscious. ' 

Have we yet to learn, that the spirit of persecution is th* 
•ffspring, not of any particular system of religious sentiments, 
but of that corruption of our fallen nature, which, if not sub- 
dued by divine grace, will exert itself against the true spirit 
of the gospel, sometimes in the form of a* fiend of darkness, 
sometimes in the guise of an angel of light, according to cir-i 
cumstances. It ought not to have been mentioned in the 
present controversy. On neitlier side are we pleading for 
persecution. In regard to this spirit, its atrocity or its 
hatefulness, there is no question between us; and to fix the 
attention upon this, as if it were mainly or in part the subject 
matter in debate, can serve no other purpose, than to excite 
passion, inflame prejudice, embitter feeling, mislead the 
judgment, and bar the mind against argument and tinith. It 
is time, and more than time, that every thing of this sort 
should be utterly discarded, by enlightened and liberal men, 
and by all who would bear the christian name. Though 
we differ, and widely differ in our opinions; — ^though we en- 
gage in debate on most important and interesting points; — 
though we should find occasion even to separate as to cliris- 
tian fellowship; yet there need not be, tfiere ought not to be, 
and if our tempers were ri^ht there would not be, any bitter- 
ness, or wrath, or anger, or clamour, or evil speaking on ei- 
ther side. The gospel teaches us to exercise unfailing char-* 
ity and good will, not only towards those whom we receive to 
christian fellowship, but towards all men. 

Another of your means for giving to your Remarks the 
appearance and effect of an answer is that of representing my 
Letter as being light and "trifling.'* You speak repeatedly, 
and not a little contemptuously of <<verbal criticism,'' and of 
"humour and sarcasm." Of the criticism, I shall have oc- 
casion to take some notice in another place; upon the rest, 
my remarks will be short. If, Sir, I have used lightness, if 
my Letter was not serious, I was greatly deceived and great- 
ly to blame. The subject I certainly considered a very mo- 
mentous one; and I did really apprehend that the seriousness 
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^itl) which I treated it would be offensive to many. If, ja 
you say, particularly in regard to the last head, <<the view 
which I took of the subject gave me ^ field for my powers o[ 
humour and sarcasm," I believe that you and every reader 
must suppose that my powers of this kind are extremely Iim«> 
ited and feeble. I confess I was forcibly reminded by your 
remarks, that a writer, whose name I will not mention in any 
connexion with yours, chose to call the book of Proverbs 
<« Solomon's Jest Book/*— >«Let us open the book,*' says the 
Bishop of Landaff in his answer, <^and see what kind of jests 
it contains.** 

Another of the means by which you have given to youf 
Remarks the appearance and effects of an answer is that otdU 
verting attention from tlie point and the argument; and in 
such a way as to have the effect of suppressing (he truth^ 
Besides what is general of this kind, in imputing to me a bad 
spirit and a light manner; there are particular instances^ som^ 
of which it may be proper to consider. 

In regard to my first head, you very candidly acknowledge| 
that I have ^^pointed out an inaccuracy in the language which 
you employed to express the charges contained in tlie Review.*' 
This pointing out of a slight verbal inaccuracy you repre- 
sent as being all that I have done; and to this head entire you 
seem to refer in your repeated mention of "verbal criticism/* 
Thus by noticing a trivial circumstance, and giving to the 
whole a light name, you divert the attention from the main 
point and argument, and conceal the truth in the case. — ^You 
had brought. Sir, against the Reviewer, the heavy charge of 
* falsehood.^' This charge I sincerely believed to be unfound^ 
ed; and I attempted, not merely by pointing out a small ver- 
bal inaccuracy, but by fairly examining those parts of the Re- 
view to which you refeiTed, to show that it really was unfoun^ 
ded. I do not rest on my own judgment only in the persuasion 
wiiich I feel, that in this attempt I was not unsuccessful. But 
you say, "the question is not what a verbal critick with a dic- 
tionary in his hand may make out of the Review, but what 
are the impressions which readers at large receive from it.*^ 
Here, Sir, I again protest against the "rule** of construction 
!Which you have repeatedly applied; at least against your mui* 
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Iter of applying it. Ton surely cannot be unapprised, that 
people receive very different "impressions'* from "writings** 
and discourses, especially on controverted points, according 
to the different tempers, or states of mind, with wiiich tliey 
read or hear. If, as you intimate, you have not met with a 
single individual who did not receive from the Review, impres- 
tdons, coincident with the charge which you made; I, on the 
other hand, have not met with a single individual who did re- 
ceive such impressions: and I really believe there were very 
few who did, before their minds were prepared for it by your 
Letter. Your "way," then, ^<of settling the dispute" is not 
80 "short a one'* as you seem to imagine. 

I was far. Sir, from believing that you intended to prefer 
against the Reviewer a false and injurious charge. I 
really did suppose that, owing to some unpleasant state of 
mind, you had received from the Review an incorrect im- 
pression; and did hope that you would see, and rejoice to see^ 
that it was incorrect, and do honour to yourself and to our ho- 
ly profession, by frankly retracting the accusation, and re- 
dressing the WTong which you had unwittingly committed. — 
And here I must say, that I am more fully persuaded, if pos- 
tible, than when I wrote before, that your fii*st charge against 
toe Reviewer is entirely unjust; and that had you duly atten- 
ded to the scope of his remarks, you would have seen, that 
where he speaks of "Unitarianism, in Mr. Belsham's sense of 
the word, being the predominant religion of the liberal party," 
he meant not to determine any thing in respect to numbers, 
but only in respect to yrcmdnence and infiuence. His refer- 
ence to the college and to the principal publications of th* 
party, makes his meaning sufficiently plain. 

You say, p. 14. that I "again and again intimate that Uni- 
tarians, of course, reject all the great and distinguishing 
doctrines of the gospel, particularly the doctrine of atone- 
ment by Christ's death." And upon this you ask, if it i» 
<<possible that I am unacquainted with the writings of Dr. 
Samuel Clark, and with Bible News," in which books the 
doctrine of atonement is asserted. I have before noticed the 
implied charge in this of misrepresentation on my part: what 
I would now notice is your turning the attention irotn tht 
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fact and the proof, and concealing the truth in the case. I 
know very well that, in the writings here referred to, thiT 
doctrine of atonement is asserted; and I also know, and all 
who are conversant with this subject know, that the Unitarian 
writers of the present day generally deny this 'doctrine, as 
do all who agree with them in denying the essential divinity 
of Jesus Christ: and if Dr. Clark's works and Bible News 
are "popular** among them, it is not because they assert the 
doctrine of atonement; but because they serve to unsettle the 
minds of people in regard to the Trinity, and to start theim 
from the rock down the steep and feai*ful declivity of Unita- 
rianism. 

"There is a part*' of my Letter you say, p. 19, "accord- 
ing to which our charity towards the lowest Unitarians not 
only proves our indifference to truth, but makes us partakers 
in their sentiments and deeds." To divert attention from the 
point and the argument here, you instantly direct it to Cal- 
vinists, and Hopkinsians. <^It is well known,'* you say, 
"that the old fashioned Calvinists regard the new divinity of 
"the Hopkinsians with great horrour; but it is also true 
"tliat <a peculiar brotherhood is established' between these 
"two classes of christians in New England. The Calvinists 
"here have never, as a party, borne testimony against Hop* 
"kinsian peculiarities, have never ^purged themselves from 
'^the guilt of them,' but wal|^ with Hopkinsians on as Mend- 
«ly terms as we do with the lowest Unitarians." Admit * 
all that you here state to be true; does it prove that "the 
liberal party" are not guilty of "mutilating the New Testa# 
ment, rejectiVig nearly all the fundamental doctrines of the 
gospel, and degrading the Saviour to the condition of a falli- 
ble, peccable, and ignorant man?" Not in the least. But 
there is an egregious errour in your statement. It is a well" ., 
known fact, that what you call the old fashioned Calvinists in i 
New England, have borne their earnest, decided, and publick 
testimony against what they consider as errours in the Hop* 
kinsian theory; and the Hopkinsians, on their part, have 
borne their testimony, equally earnest, decided, and publick,. 
against wliat they regard as errours in the old Calvinistick 
system. But while they have done this, they have not, o» 
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eiiber part^ held these errours to be fundamental, as thejr do 
hold the errours of the Unitarians; but have mutually regard- 
ed each other as being orthodox and sound, in the great es- 
sentials of christian doctrine* And, Sir, however grievous 
it may be to their common opponents, the acknowledged fact 
tiiattheydo <<walk together on friendly terms/' notwithstand- 
ing their minor differences and disputes, and all the attempts 
from your quarter to sow discord between tliem, is higldy 
honountble to their principles and feelings; and affords most 
decisive proof that, in the allegations so continually and ve- 
hemently urged against them, as if they were entirely devoid 
of charity^ and would acknowledge as christians none who 
difi*er from them in any point, they have been slanderously 
reported* Had «the old fashioned Calvinists of New York'* 
been as well acquainted with the sentiments and characters 
of the different classes of orthodox christians in New Eng- 
land, as these are with one another, they would never have 
given the recommendations which they have given to such a 
book as Ely's Contrast 

Another of the means by which you have given to your 
Remarks the appearance and effect of an answer, is that of 
ndsstaiemtiU. Let me distinctly premise that as, in the 
preceding articles, I have not intended in any instance to 
impeach your motives, so here I mean not to insinuate that 
you have designedly misstated. The misstatements which I 
am about to point out, and wMch are only a part of what 
nugfatbe pointed out, I attribute to no bad intention, but to 
the vague and indiscriminating manner of treating subjects^ 
to which you seem to be habituated. 

<4t may next be observed," you say, p* 9, '^that the com- 
mon disputes about the great doctrines of the gospel hava 
' not related so much to tlieir truth and importance, as 
to some' inferiour points connected with tliem.'' Now, Sir^ 
in direct opposition to this statement, I should feel the 
almost safety in affirming, that <<the disputes about the 
great doctrines of the gospel have related,'' and do relate 
primarily and «<chiefly to their truth and importance.'' 
This unquestionably is the fact in regard to the doctrines 

Erectly in question in the present dispute: the doctrai^ 
S 
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ctf tiie Trinity in the Godhead, the true divinity of thr 
Saviour, atonement for sin by his death, and justificattoir 
through faith in his blood. On our part, these doctrineff 
are held to be true and essentially impoii;ant; on your - 
part, both the importance and the truth of them are deni" ^, 
6d. So long as this is the cas6, to dispute about "inferi- ^ 
our points connected with these doctrines**^ would be most 
idle and preposterous. To give same plausibility to your 
strange assci*tioti, you refer to disputes concerning the f 
^^benevolence of God'* and *'his omnipresence/' But these, 
Sir, are not <*peculiar doctnnes of the gospel,'* but funda^ 
mental doctiines of natural religion. *<In like manner,'* 
however, you say, <*christians have disputed about the pre- 
cise way in which Christ's death has an influence on our 
forgiveness: but that it has a real and important influence 
on forgiveness almost all have united in asserting." This 
is one instance out of many of the manner, in which you 
conceal the real and essential points of difference in debate^ 
The plain trutli is, and it ought not to be concealed, that 
w*hile some professed christians hold the death of Christ, 
God manifest in thejleshf to have been an expiatory sacrific6 
for siti, on account of which solely anid through faith in 
this blood, forgiveness is to be obtained^ othem deny this 
doctrine entirely, and hold that the death of Christ, a mere 
creature^ was in no proper sense expiatory, and has iio 
influence on forgiveness, only as it attests the truth of his 
religion and the benevolence of God. It is in this latt^ 
sense, at least in some sense altogether different fmrn the 
former, undoubtedly, that you *»tell your hearers that God 
sent his Son to die for us." The difference betw'een us in 
regard to "spiritual influences," to which you also refer, is ■ 
tiot less wide and essential. And, Sir, I believe you might <; 
be less '^general and vague in your representation of the 
truths of the gospel," and not "bef precise above what is 
written," nor less *faithfuV* than you now are. 

«<It is urged," you say. p. 16, "that oub sentiment* 
U5AD us into an entire indifference to christian truth; that 
we believe all errour to be innocent; that we consider belief 
in the trulii^as no virtue." No, Sir: but what I advanced 

Ik 
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fm this topick was ^'urged" directly and explicitly upon your 
broad assertion, that <<to believe with Mr. Belsham is no 
crime," in connexion with other declarations and represen-. 
Rations to the saine effect. Wliy then did you not faii'ly and 
magnanimously meet me upon tliis ground? As to what you 
say in this connexion of "love of tlie truth," as being essen^ 
tial to the "faith to which salvation is promised," tlierc is no 
controversy between us. I am happy in expressing my 
agreement with yau in this point; and most devoutly wish 
that in e*xry other important point we were equally agreed. 
In coincidence also with you, I hold that there may be true 
faith, where there is but little knowledge of divine truth. I 
^m accustomed to make a wide difference between ignorance 
of truth and rejection of. truth; between the infelicity of 
bad instruction, and scanty means of divine knowledge; 
imd the audacity of opposing reason to revelation, and the 
wisdom of tl\is world to the wisdom of God. 

What I offered under the third and last head of ray Letter, 
on the question of «5epara^io?i," and wliich you say is "infi- 
nitely the most impoilant part" of the wiiolc, you have 
almost entirely misstated. I did not undertake to decide the 
question of separation in the way of giving an opinion; but 
thought it more befitting, and more likely to be useful, to . 
submit some considerations, relating to the subject, which 
appeared to me relevant, and worthy to be most seriously 
weighed on both sides. To these considerations you bring 
no argument i^ reply. 

You represent, that "the separation, which has been made 
in England by the Unitarians themselves," is sometliing fai* 
less "solemn," — vastly less dreadful, than the sepa^*at;iou 
which you suppose me to favour. AVliat then is the separa- 
tion which the Unitarians in England have made? You de- 
scribe it to be "a separation in worship — a separation pro- 
duced by the adoption of prayers, hymns, and doxol- 

OGIES, ACCOMMODATED TO THEIR PECUI.IAR SENTIMENTS." 

Are we to understand. Sir, that you and your liberal breth- 
ren here, are ready for such a sepai*ation as this? If so, thei*e 
is no further occasion of debate on tliis subject, uidess your 
opponents should be unwilling to separate. Let it be under- 
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gkooA, that the difRsrences between us ore soch, that we can* 

not consistently worship together — cannot imie in offering Hut 
^ame prayerSf nor join in the same hymns and doxdogies, — and j 
the question is settled. What is this, I pray you, short (rfa <^ 
' thorough disruption of fellowship, a complete non-commu- 
nion? — Yet this separation you admit to have been made by 
the Unitarians them^lves in England, and of this you ex- 
press not the slightest disapprobation. [ 

You omit, however, to state "to the publick'* the strong 
terms and the earnest manner, in which the English Unita- 
rians urge this separation. You do not mention that they '^ 
loudly call upon their people <<to come out from Babyioh,*'— 
to separate themselves from idouiters; and earnestly rep« 
resent that the separation of Unitarians from Trinitarians 
is as obviously proper and necessary, as was the separation 
of the Protestants fi*om^he church, of Rome, and' that such 
Unitarians as continue to worship with Trinitarians, are 
cither still in great darkness, or else guilty of compromising ; 
their consciences to a most reprehensible extent. This you 
have omitted to mention; yet you who are much more exten- 
sively conversant with the English Unitarian writers, than 
I can pretend to be, must have been perfectly acquainted 
with the fact. 

Such then is the separation, made by the Unitarians them- 
selves in England! and such the terms and the manner in 
which its importance is urged. OC this separation, I repeat 
it, you expi'ess no disapprobation: you speak of it in no oth- 
er manner, than if in your judgment it were entirely unob- 
jectionable. Now, Sir, permit me to ask, what greater or 
more dreadful separation than this, do any of your opponents 
contemplate? Has even tlie Panoplist Reviewer proposed any 
thing more frightful? or has he urged his proposal in terms 
more decisive, or in a manner more vehement? To what, be- 
yond this, can any of the considerations submitted in my Let- 
tei*, by fair construction or legitimate inference, be made to 
favour? 

Yet speaking of me, p. 23, you say, <*The obvious import 
<<of his Letter (and it is the obvious import, and not a 

^^STBAINEB AND C»CUITOVS |NT£JBPB£TATI0N WHICH I 
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«fsEOABD) may be fhos expressed: ^Every man who cannot 
* << admit as a doctrine of scripture^ the great doctriic e ov 

«^<THB£E PEBSONS IN ONE GOD, WHICH I AND OTHER OR- 
«^ <THODOX CHRISTIANS EMBRACE, BELIEYES AN OPPOSITE 

M ^GOSPEL, BEJECTs THE TBUE GOSPEL, despises the authority 
« <of Jesus Christ, is op coubse a man wholly wanting in 
** <TBiJB PIETY AND WITHOUT CHBI8TIAN vibtue; and may 
« <in perfect consistency with christian love be rejected as un- 
«< 'worthy the name of a christian,' '* Here, Sir, I suppose 
you to have applied the "rule" of construction which I have 
twice before noticed, — ^that of the "impression" which hap- 
pened to be made on youf mind, without duly considering the 
meaning of the words, and the scope of the argument. And 
here I record my final and solemn protest against your use of 
ibis rule* 

In vain. Sir, will any one search in my Letter for what 
you would make me say. I did indeed think jit right, not 
"studiously to magnify" the points of difference between us, 
which you seemed studiously to conceal; but distinctly to state 
them, and set them in a fair and clear light. In doing this, 
I contrasted Mr. Belsham's sentiments with the doctrines 
held by orthodox christians; (not however making you an- 
swerable for those sentiments, any further tlian as you plead 
for their being held in general christian fellowship;) and I 
did pronounce that "one or the other of these schemes must 
be what St. Paul denominates another gospel, and against 
which and its abetters he solemnly pronounces his ajwstolick 
anathema." This is the most that I have any where said. 
I did not draw the inference, that "every man" who rejects 
the orthodox doctrines and embraces Mr. Belsham's senti- 
ments, "i5 of course a man wholly wanting in true piety 9 and 
without christian virtueJ^ This, Sir, is your own inference; 
I have said no such thing. I do not, however, complain of 
your making the inference, though you protest against the 
practice: but since you hxcve made it, you will permit me to 
bold you to it. By making this inference, you give it to be 
understood, and in effect concede, that in your own judgment 
every one who does embrace another gospel, than that which 
Paul preached, "is of course wholly wanting in true piety, and 
^thout christian virtue.".^Now, Sir, will you deny the 



pnnnsesf Will you deny, that either Mr. Belsham^s system, 
or that called orthodox, must be another gospel? Will you 
deny that these two systems ar^ essentially different, from 
the foundation to the topstone? We are here, as you will cer^ 
tainly jierceive, to lay out of the question the doctrines of 
natural religion, and confine our attention to such as are pe^* 
culiar to the gospel. Do not, then, the Unitarians, whos« 
sentiments are sit forth by Mr Bel^ham, reject every doc- 
trine of the gospel, as held by orthodox christians? I am per- 
suaded. Sir, you will not deny this. Your own inference, then, 
is that either those who embrj^ce Mr* Belsham's scheme, or 
those who hold the doctrines called orthodox, are <<of course 
wh(.lly wanting in true piety and without christian virtue.'* 
I now refer it to you to say further, whether they can con- 
sistently meet together at tlie table of the Lord. 

But you make me say, not only that the Unitarians who 
hold witli Mr. Belsham, are <^wholly wanting in true piety 
and without christian vijftue,'' which I have no w^here said; 
but also that "every* man" is so, "who cannot admit as a 
doctrine of scripture, the great doctrine of three persons in 
one Crod, whicli I and other orthodox christians embrace.'* 
So far, however, from having said this, I have not even as- 
serted the premises from which such an inference could be 
draw n. No where have I said or intimated, that every one 
who does not admit the doctrine of tlie Trinity as I hold it, 
^^rejects the true gosjwl, and believes an opposite gospel," 
For stating that I have said this, you have not the shadow of 
a waiTant, 

Dr. Samuel Clark's views of the Trinity, as I before inti- 
mated, are very different from mine and those called ortho- 
dox, and in my judgment very erroneous, and of dangerous 
tendency. Yet 1 am by no means prepared to say, that every 
one wlio adopts his views of tike Trinity rejects the ti'ue goSr 
pel, embraces another, and is devoid of christian faith and 
virtue: for I can suppose tiiat a person may adopt those views, 
and yet be a sound believer in the doctrine of atonement by 
Cluisfs death, and oi* justification through faith in his bloody 
As mucli as tliis 1 am also ready to say respecting other views 
of the Trinity vei*y diffei*ent from mine> and in my opinion 



rery eironeous and dangerous. Let me repeat it, and let it 
be remembered, my concern in this debate is with those wh(> 
deny the essential divinity, and the propitiatory sacrifice of 
Jesus Christ. These doctrines I certainly do consider as 
constituting the very foundation of the gosi)el; and I 
feel no unwillingness to have it understood, that in my judg- 
ment every one who rejects these doctiines does reject the 
true gospel, and must either embrace another gospel, or b^ 
a* Jew or an Infidel. If you say, as you have before infer- 
ed, *<then all who deny these doctrines are wholly wanting 
in true piety and without christian virtue;'* I will leave you 
in the quiet jiossession of the inference, and would earnestly 
recommend it to your very serious consideration. 

For myself, however, I think it sufficient at present, to 
refer the deniers of these doctrines, as I would all others, in 
regard to their inward piety and their final state, to Him 
who searcheth the heart, and to whom it belongs to award 
the retributions of eternity. Always, Sir, would I feel, and 
deeply feel, that I am a <<frail, fallible creature-/' and if foi* 
this reason I should "shudder at the awful temerity'* of ad- 
judging to final perdition, <<men of tlie profoundost under- 
standings, of the purest lives, and of unwearied devotion to 
the study of God's word;" no less should I shudder at the 
no less awful temerity of adjudging to eternal life, men, 
however fair their characters in the eyes of the world, how- 
ever renowned for what the world calls wisdom, however 
distinguished among the friends of science, or of sacred lit- 
erature, who, nevertheless, deny the blood of atonement, de- 
grade the Lard who bought them to the condition of a mere 
creature, and, not stibmitting themselves to the righteousness 
of Godf go about to establish tlieir own righteousness. I did 
not, therefore, when writing my former Letter, nor do I 
now, think it incumbent on me to determine how much of 
divine truth a man may reject, and yet have saving faith: 
or what is the precise point or degree of errour, beyond 
which there can be no hope of any one's salvation. With 
questions of this sort, I have not at all intermeddled: not 
only because I am consciously incompetent to decide upon 
them; but also because I d6 not consider them as belonging 



to the present discussion: and I have wished that the discus* 
iion might not be incumbered or perplexed with aiiy thin|; 
extraneous or irrelevant. 

The question now at issue is» whether visible christian fit- 
towship ought to be maintained between orthodox christians and 
Unitarians. There are cases, indisputably, in which it may 
be right to maintain visible fellowsliip with individuals, re^ 
specting the sincerity of whose christian profession we may 
have very strong doubts) on the other hand, there may be 
cases in which it were right to decline visible fellowship with 
individuals, of whose christian sincerity we have very strong 
hopes. When, in the regular exercise of discipline, a church 
passes the sentence of excommunication upon a peccant mem- 
ber, it does not by that act pronounce the excluded person to 
be <<whoUy wanting in true piety and without christian vir* 
tue." Leaving that decision to the omniscient Judge, it ii^ 
sufficient for the church to decide, that the persoti is so dis-* 
orderly in his walk, or so corrupt in his sentiments, that the 
purity and welfare of the church, the honour of religion, 
and fidelity to the cause of truth, require his exclusion. This 
decision should be made, only in the spirit of charity, and 
in the fear of God. Upon the same general principle, a 
church may withdraw fellowship from another church, with- 
out meaning to pronounce that every individual in that other 
church is utterly graceless and in. a stale of condemnation. 
The Protestants did not pronounce this, when they separ-* 
ated from the church of Rome: — but they did pronounce that 
the errours of that church were subversive cf the gospel, 
and most dangerous to the eternal interests of mankind; 
and they felt it incumbent on them to come out and be separate 
from all communion with those errours, and to bear their 
publick, decided, and most solemn testimony against them. 

Nothing more than this, Sir, has been proposed in the 
present case. It is our solemn conviction, that the errour» 
of the Unitarians are subversive of the gospel, and most 
dangerous to the eternal interests of mankind; and we think 
it right and indispensably incumbent on us, clearly to de- 
velope them before the world, fully to display their enormi* 
ty and their pernicious tendency, and faithfully to bear our 
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testimodj ag^nst fhem, and to warn all people to beware 
lest they be deceived and misled by them to theii* final ruin, 
^his we believe to be an urgent dictate of that charityt 
which supremely seeks the glory of Gk>d and the salvation of 
men: a dictate, which we are fully persuaded we may obey, 
without justly incurring the charge of <«awful temerity," — 
without pronouncing any <<sentence" more ^^tremendous" than 
We are warranted by the word of God to pronounce, — ^without 
taking upon ourselves any ^'responsibility,'' wliich it would 
not be treacherous and most criminal, in those who are set far 
the defence of the gospel^ to decline. 

Such, Sir, are my views^ such are the principles on which, in 
my former I^etter, the remarks and alignments on the subject 
of separation were founded; and with tliese views and princi- 
ples, all which is thei'e advanced is in pei'iect and mast evi- 
dent coincidence.^ — Your statement, thei*efore, of the ^import 
of the concluding part" of my Letter is most palpably incor* 
rect and unjust* And though I attribute this incori*eclnes8 
and this injustice, not to any injurious intenti^m, but to that 
habit of thinking and feeling of wliicli I have before taken no* 
tice; yet after what I have now stated, I think I have a right to 
call upon you, — and I do solemrdy call upon yoih to retract this 
flagrant misstatement I know indeed, you have given it to 
be undei-stood, that you shall not write again; but. Sir, the 
publick disputant who makes tliis resolve ought to be careful^ 
not merely, not to <<put down ought in malice," but to write 
nothing which justice to his opponent and to the cause of 
truth, — ^nothing which the sacred principles of Christianity 
will require him to retract. 

It is upon the ground of this incorrect and injurious state- 
ment, that you have founded the earnest and impassioned 
appeal, in which you seem to have put forth all your powers 
of rhetorick, and by which you evidently designed to make 
your grand and decisive impression against me. But as the 
ground is removed, the whole splendid shew must dissolve^ 
«like the baseless fabrick of a vision."— As to what you say, 
in this connexion, with reference to my statement, that *<the 
Saviour whom you acknowledge is infinitely inferiour to 
ours," a very brief remark may be sufficient. I did suppose 
4 



you would yet acknowledge JESUS CHRIST to beyotff 
SAVIOUR. Your declaration, however, if it has an/ 
pei-tinency^ plainly imports that you do not. How can you 
tlien sit down at his table in communion with those who dd 
acknowledge him as iktir SAVIOUR, — and who with undis-* 
sembled gratitude and devotion unite in the holy ascrip- 
tion,— Z7nfo HIM that loved us, and wasJied us from our sins in 
his own bloodf and hath made vs kings and priests tmto God and 
his Fatlier; to him be glort and ^dominion for ever akd 
EVER. We worship. Sir, THE FATHER, SON, AND 
HOLY GHOST. Do you worship this same GOD? 

You "did look*' to me^ you are pleased to say, <<for a 
healing spirif Happy, indeed will he be, who shall be in- 
strumental in <<raising up the foundations of many genera- 
tions,'' and justly "be called. The repairei' of the breach, 
The restorer of paths to dwell in." But wo to him, who 
would "heal the hurt slightly, saying. Peace, pcace^ when 
there is no peace!'' Few men can have greater inducements, 
than I have, to listen to the enchanting voice of peace; few 
could have engaged in this controversy with greater i^eluc- 
tance, or have brought to It gi-eater heaviness and sorrow of 
heart. — But the servants of him who endured the cross, dc- 
spising the shame, must not confer with flesh anid blood: must 
never forget the solemn declaration. He that hroeth father or 
motlier more tlmn me is not worthy of me; and he that loveth 
son or daughter more tlmn me is not worthy of me; and he 
tliat taketh not his cross andfoUoweth after we is vjot worthy 
ef me. 

You charge me with "studiously magnifying the differen- 
ces'* between oi*thodox Chril^tians and Unitarians; and 
with "studiously overlooking the points of agreement.'' 
There is certainly no occasion vto magnify the differences; 
they are in themselves suflBiciently greats To me, however^ 
it has appeared vastly important, that people should "learn 
the distinction between Trinitarianism and Unitarianism." 
This you recommend in your "Note;" and inthisrecommenda^ 
tion I cordially join. Upon this, however, you proceed to some 
discussion, as if with a design to shew the "distinction;" and 
you finally represent it as being little^ if any thing moire 
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Ihan a mere <<sound/' Elsewhere, also, ybv speak of it as 
3>eing only a <<diffei*ence which relates to the obscurest of all 
subjects, to the essence and metaphysical nature of God.'* 
And throughout both your Letter and your Remarks you 
seem to have laboured, assiduously, to conceal the points of 
difference betweeen us, and to make the impression that tlie.se 
.points are few and of very little importance. This mode of 
treating the subject appears to me exceedingly improper, and 
of most deceptive tendency. Is this the way. Sir, to pro- 
. mote the knowledge of truth? Is it thus that you would con- 
duct "that candid and impartial research,*' which according 
to your Letter, is to <^guide mankind to a purer system of 
Christianity, than is now to be found in any church under 
Heaven,'' — and to bring about a "glorious reformation of the 
€bi^*ch of God?" 

In opposition to this system of concealment, I have thought 
it r;ight and important to endeavour a developement, and to 
Jay the differences between us open to the publick in theu" 
true lights On our part we have no dread of this^ no dread 
of a clear and full developement. It has long been our eai^neirt 
4esire, that your sentiments as well as ours, might be known; 
and that all christiatis and all people might well understand 
the points on which you differ from us. On this account we 
devoutly rejoice that the i^ubject has been brought before the 
publick. In our view, it has come forward in a way to an- 
i^w^r ap important purpose. A ^general -discussion" of the 
diffeirenccs between us, would have been of little avail, while 
p^pje were utterly unapprised that such differences ideally 
existed, and were fast asleep in regard to them. It was first 
of aH desirable that these differences should be disclosed; 
that jieople should be made to see them to be not imaginary, 
but real; not of trivial consequence, but of essential impor- 
tance; and that their attention would be sti'ongly drawn to 
them. 

It was under impressions of this kind, that I was induced 
to make the statements, exhibited in my former Letter; and 
under the same impressions, I now proceed to a stlJl moi*f 
distinct and detailed statement. 
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Orthodox christians hold^ that the Scriptitfes af the OM 
and New Testaments were given by inspiration of Gpd; and 
that all which iJiey contain is to be received as tnUhf ok tss 
AUTHORITY OF GoD. — ^But by the principal Unitarian wri- 
tersy and, so far as is known, by Unitarians generally^ tin 
fUnary inspiration of the scriptures is denied* <fThe scrijp? 
tures/' says Dr, Priestley,* "were written withofiU amy par^ 
tkvlar inspiration, by men who wrote according to the best 
of their knowledge, and who, from their circumstances, c^uU 
not be mistaken, with regard to the greater facts of which 
they were properly witnesses; but (like other men subject Uk 
prejudice) might be liable to adopt a hasty and ill grousided 
opinion, concerning things which did not fall within the coni- 
pass of their own knowledge, and which had no connexioft 
with any thing that was so. We ought all of us, therrforc^ 
to consider ourselves fully at liberty to examine, with thei 
greatest rigour, both the reasonings of the writers, and the 
facts of which we find any account in their writings; 
that, judging by the bules of just criticism, we may 
distinguish wlmt may be depended on from what may notJ* 
Mr. Belsham says,f "The scriptures contain a faithful and 
credible account of the christian doctrine, which is the true 
word of God; but they are not themselves the word of God, 
nor did they ever assume that title; land it is higlily improper 
to speak of them as such; as it leads inattentive readers to 
suppose they were written under a plenary inspiration, to 
which they make no pretension; and as such expressions ex* 
pose Christianity, unnecessarily, to the cavils of unbelievers."^ 

• History of Enrly Opinions, vol. iv, p. 5. 

f Review of Wilberforce, p. 19. 

i ^'Perhaps I may be charged with having made a distinction in this place, 
which gives an aufair representation of Unitarians, inasmuch as they also profit* 
to derive their arguments from scripture. But whether that profession be not 
intended in mockery, one might he almost tempted to question; when it is found 
that in every instance, the doctrine of scripture is tried by their abstract notidi\ 
of right, and rejected if not accordant:— when by means of figure and allusion, it 
is every where made to speak a language the most repugnant to all fair, eritic«l 
interpretation; until emptied of its true meaning, it is converted into a vehicle 
for every fantastick theory, which under the name of rationed^ they may think 
proper to adopt: — when in such parts as propound gospel truths of a contexture 
too solid to admit of an escape in iigure and allu^on, the sacred writers ai^e charged 
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Though idl Unitarians may not be ready folly to adopt tb« 
language or the sentinients on this subject of Dr* Priestley, 
Mr. ficlsham, or others, mentioned in the note below; yet 
I believe very few, if any of them, admit the plenary ixh- 
spiratioo of the scriptures. But, Sir, if the plenary inspira^ 
tion of the scriptures be denied, where shall we stop? How 
irtiall we determine what is the word of Grod, and what is 
Hoi! What other test, or criterion, of truth have we, than 

Accordingly the Unitarians very generally seem to have 
adopted <<the fundamental rule" of the old Socinians, «That no 
doctrine ought to be acknowledged as true in its nature, or 
divine in its origin, all whose parts are not level to the com- 
inrebension of the human understanding; and that, whatever 
tiie Holy Scriptures teach concerning the perfections of God, 
his counsels and decrees, and the way of salvation, must be 
jpiodified, curtailed, and filed down, in such a manner, by the- 
transforming power of art and ai*gument, as to answer tlie 
extent of our limited faculties."')*' That this is the principle, 
and this the labour of Unitarians, no one who is conversant 

§1 bunglers, producing 'lame accounts, improper quotations, and inconclusive rea- 
iQuings," ( Dr, Pnestlcy^a 12M JjCtter to JMr, Bum J and philosophy is conse- 
qaentiy eaUed into rectify their errors: — when one writer' of this class (Stein- 
(art) tells us, that <*the narrations,*' (in the New Testament) *Hrue or fake, are 
only suited for ignorant, uncultivated minds, who cannot enter into the evidence 
of natural religion;" and again, that ''Moses, according to the childish conceptions 
fif the Jews in his days, paints God as agitated by violent affections, partial to 
one people,, and hating all other nations:"— when another, (Semler) remarking 
on St. Peter's declaration, that prophecy came not in old time by the •will of man^ 
hut Holy men of God spake as they -were moved by the Holy Spirit^ says, that 
*^eter speaks here according to the conception of the Jews," and that "the 
prophets may have delivered the offspring of their own brains as divine revela- 
tions:"^ Dr. Erakine'a Sketches and Hints of Ch. Jlist. No. 3, pp. f>6, 71.) — when 
a third (Engedin) speaks of St. John's portion of the New Testament, as written 
wHh ^'coneise and abrupt obscurity, inconsistent with itself, and made up of allC' 
gories;" and Gagneius glories in having given "a little light to St. Paul's darkness, 
i dar|cness, as some think, industriously affected:" — when we find Mr. Evanson, 
one of those able commentators referred to by Mr. Belshara in his Beviexc, &c. 
p. 206: assert, (^ FJissonance, &o. p. i,) that "the evangelical histories contain 
|;ro8S and irreconcileable contradiction," and consequently discard three oat of the 
^Mir, retaining the gospel of St. Luke only, at the same time drawing hb pen over 
in much of this, as either from its infelicity of style, or other such causes happens 
not to meet Ids approbation." Magee on .Stoneinetit, ^"oles, J\'o. 14. 

* Mosheim*! EcoL Hist, Cent. 16. ohap. 4. 



60 

with their writings can doubt. Denyingthe plenary inspiratioii 
of the scriptures, they hold themselves at liberty to subject 
those sacred writings to all the torture of the most rigorous 
criticism^ not for the purpose merely of deciding upon "varii- 
ous readings/' of elucidating obscure passages by reference 
to ancient customs and manners, or of ascertaining th^ true 
meaning of the original words, and their most natural sense 
in the connexions in which they occur; but for the purpose 
especially, of explaining the diflTerent parts in such a manner 
as to make them yield a meaning conformable to their yiews 
of what is rationale In this mighty work human i*eason ap^ 
pears in all its pride, and the wisdom of this world in iU, 
highest glory. 

Here is the primary point of difference between orthodox; 
christians and Unitarians. The orthodox, holding the Bible 
to be the word of the living God, feel themselves warranted 
and bound to embrace as divine truth, every doctrine which 
they find revealed in that sacred volume, however humbling 
to reason it may be, however mysterious and incomprehensi- 
ble. But the Unitarians, regarding the Bible in a very dif' 
ferent light, are not restrained from using greater liberties 
with it; are not restrained from rejecting such doctrines, a9 
transcend the comprehension of their own understandings^ 
or do not comport with their yiews of what is rational; but 
glory in excluding all mystery from religion. Hence the 
name which they assume of rationai. christians; and 
hence the imposing superiority which they affect over those, 
who understand the scriptures in their natural and obvious 
sense, and belieye in doctrines confessedly beyond the powers 
of tlie human mind to compi^ehend^ 

On the authority of the scriptures, orthodox christians bcr 
Jieve tliat the one Jehoyah exists in a Trinity, called the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit These we call three 
persons; because we liave no better word by which to denote 
the distinction; and because they apply to each other th^ 
personal pronouns /, Thou, and fle, and to themselves together, 
the plurals we, us, and aiir. This Trinity in the Qodhead 
we acknowledge to be a mystery, which we pretend not to 
comprehend^ and which we would not undeiiake to e:splaln. 
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So too the eternal existence of God^ in any mode, is to ud^a 
mystery; his omnipresence is a mystery; his omniscience i^ 
a mystery; his creating all tilings out of nothing by the word 
of his power, is a mystery. We find mysteries, indeed, in all 
bis perfections and works; mysteries in natural religion, as 
well as in revealed; mysteries in every thing around us, as 
utterly beyond our powers to explain or comprehend, as 
that of the Trinity in the Godhead. 

We believe tliis doctrine, because we find it in those scrip- 
tures, which we receive as given by divine inspiration. la 
the scriptures, the original Hebrew name, by which the 
Supreme Being is most commonly called, is plural: [Aleim, 
Gods.] In coincidence with this plural name, other plural words 
are used. *^Let us make man in our own imageJ^ ^^BeJiold 
the mun has become as oma of us.*' <*TAe knowledge of the 
Boly (in the^ original the Holy Oxes) is understanding,*^ 
^fRemember now thy Creator (original Creators) in the 
days of thy yaiith.** This remarkable use of plurals, which 
runs through the Hebrew scriptures, we think clearly denote? 
a plurality of what, as I before observed, we call persons^ 
Yet we read, *^Hear Israel, Jehovah our God (our dleim, 
GrODs) is ONE Jchovah;** and of the unity of God we find in 
the scriptures abundant proof. To each of the Holy Ones, 
however, to the Father, to the Son, and to the Spirit, th© 
scriptures ascribe divine narnes and titles, — divine attributes,-^ 
divine works, — and divine /wnours. The proofs of all this 
are so abundant and so memorable, that for my present pur- 
pose it is not necessary to cite «ven a specimen. Each of 
the THREE, therefore, we believe to be truly and essentially 
DiviXE, and all of them EqiUAL in dignity and glory. 

But this doctrine of the Trinity the Unitarians utterly 
deny: not because there is no proof of it in the scriptures; 
but because it is a doctrine, (as you repeatedly and emphati- 
cally pronounce in your Letter and Remarks,) <*perplexing,'* 
^^mysterious,*' and not to be <«understood.'' 

The doctrine of the Trinity, we hold to be important, fun- 
damentally important, in relation especially to the general 
doctrine of redemption and salvation revealed in the gospeL 
in the gospel, the Son, Jesus Christ is revealed as our Re- 



dcemer and Saviour; the Holy Spirit, as our Sanctifier anrf 
Comforter. But who is Jesus Christy and who is the Holj^ 
Spirit? With what feelings and aSectionSy with what etfeC'^ 
tations and hopes, with what kind aiid degree of reverence 
and confidence, is it suitable that we should regard the one 
and the other? What is the nature, and what the extent of the 
work which they severally perform for us? and what tM 
nature, and the extent of our obligations to them? These an 
most interesting questions: questions not merely of a specu- 
lative nature, but of the first practical concernment^ of die 
very highest religious importance. But by each of these 
questions we are directly referred to the doctrine of the 
Trinity; and to each of them infinitely different answers will 
be given, by those who believe, and those who disbelieve^ 
tills doctrine. 

Who then is Jesus Christ? The apostle Johfi in the firit of 
his gospel, says, <<In the sEGiNiriirG was thb Wosd, 
and the Ward was wWi Godf and thb Word was God« Al£ 

THINGS WERE MADE BY HiM, AND WITHOUT HiM WA9 
NOT ANY THING MADE THAT WAS MADE." In the cloSe of 

his first Epistle, he says <<Thi8 is the true God, imi 
eternal life. St. Paul also speaks of <<our great Gtod and 
Saviour Jesus Christ^'^ calls Him, ^^Gob over aix bles-' 
SED forevermore;" and says that *^aU things were made bt 
Him and fob Him." Latigus^ of similar import is familiar 
to the sacred writers; who as before intimated, most abun- 
dantly and expressly ascribe to Jesus Clirist divine names^ 
titles, attributes, works, and honours. Upon authority such 
as this, we believe that the Son is essentially diviner^-^essen- 
tially equal to the Father* — ^And believing this, we feel our« 
selves warranted and bound to regard Him with all the feel- 
ings and affections, hopes and expectations, reverence and 
confidence, which a Saviour of infinite perfections, c^ iUimi-' 
table riches of grace and of glory, can inspire or claim. The 
scriptures, however, teach us further, that the same «<Word,'* 
— ^who "was in the beginning with God and was God," — ^^was 
made flesh and dwelt among usf^ that <<He took on him the 
seed of Abraham,'' — *^was made of a woman, made under 
tiie tow;" that though being in the form of God, he thought 



U vat ta^bmft ie be ib^v^ with G^b^ yet hfi mudie Km$df of 
f^ r^fu^n^timf AND TOOK UPON Him thb fo&k n a sebvaht^ 
4MVi WAS MADS IK TH« xiKfiKKSi QJ*, M£N; and being 
fff^ni in fiasjbioii as. a m^k, &e Aumftkd Ai7?ise[f, and becanu 
obedieiU untQ ieath* even the. death of the cross J' We therefore 
b^Te that, in the person of the Son» God was matdfest in 
WBJf^ BUiSHji in oiu* own nature; that^ m the person of Jesus 
^Im^if God and man were united. And here we see a foun« 
^Mipn for att that is said in the scriptures^ importing an ine- 
q^iia^tjr of the Son to the Father. TJie Son was subordinate 
to tho Father in officef as he was pleased to take upon him 
^e fomi of a aervant^ and he was ivferiour to the Father in 
fespeet of hi9 hvman nature* Viewing Him, then, in his two 
li^alureSf divine and human^ we see a perfect consistency, in 
l^ifi being represented^ as he is in the scriptui'esy both as God 
9ii4 man; as essentiaUlf equal to the Father, and jet in other 
respects unequal. This union^ again> we acknowledge to bo 
a ipy^tery, which we pretend not to comprehend; but as wo 
IjioA it revealed in the word of God, we feel ourselves bound 
to believe it, as a most interesting and important truth. 

Bat this doctrine also the Unitarians deny. They deny 
the true Divinity of the Son, Jesus Ctirist; and hold him to 
be a mere creature: some of them, a creature of more than 
i^ngelfck dignity; others, no more timn a mere man. The 
S^vioiir^s divinity, however, as must appear from the brief 
stutomwt now made^ is denied, not because there is no proof 
qf it IP the scriptures, understood in their most obvious and 
baraipv|iou9 sense; but because, like the doctrine of the Trin« 
ity of which it ia a branch, and with which it must stand or 
f^f it involves mysteries which the human understanding' 
cfumot explain or eomjurehead, and which, therefore, accord* 
ing to tlie l^ing canon of Unitarian criticism, before citedj^ ' 
^are not to be received as truth.* 

I 

ft UpoB the words •f oor Savioar, John ti, 62. *'frhaf and if ye ahaU tee the' 
Sou rf man Qgeendup where he roaa before.** Dr. Priestley, remarks, ^Though 
net Mtbftcd with anf interpretation that has been given of this extraordinary pas- 
sage, yet raihm* than believe oar Saviour to hate existed in any other st^te before 
tke creation of the woiid, or to have left some ftate of great dignity and happi-' 
neat wtieii he came hither, he would have recouros to the old and exploded Sooin* 
Un idea of Christ's aetaal aseentinto heaven, or of his imagining that he had been 



Jesus Christ is revested as our Redeemer and SavmtCp 
But what is the nature^ and what the extent of his work^ ib 
these intei*esting characters? According to the sCfiptureSf H« 
is **the JjNnb of God that takbth aw at the siir of the 
TvorldJ* His *^JUsh was given for the life of the worUf^-^ 
his *^blood was slued for many, for the bemissioit of siks.** 
He **was offered to bear the sins of MAjf t/' He <«tfH» 
made a curse for us^ and[ .bore our sfiirs is his owir BOirr 
ON THE tree. He *^was delivered for our oFFEiroES^ 
and raised again for xmn justificatioh/' <<iin him we 
have redemptiok through his blood, the FORGiTBirfcss 
of sins, according to tlie riches of his grace.*^ He 
agave Iiimsdf far us, an offering and a sacrifice to 
GrOD.'' «<iQe appeared, to put away sin bt the sagrificb 
OF HiMSEi^;*'— ^^and he is the propitiation, the expiaioo*/ 
sacrifice, for our sins, and not for ours on/y, hU also for 
THE SINS OF the WHOLE WORLD." ««Yof hytke blood (yf goats 
and ealves, .but by his own blood, he entered in onct inh the 
holy place, liaving obtained internal riedemption for 
us;" wherefore "he is able to save them to the ut- 
termost that came vmto Ood bt Him, seeing he ever Mrteth 
TO MAKE interces&ion FOR THEM." ^*This is the stone 
which wa^ set at n^ofught of y&ii builders, whkh is become the 
head of Mi^ comer. [Neither is there salvation in ant 
other; for there la none other name under heay- 

EN GIVEN AMONG MEN WHEREBT WE MUST BE SAVED." 

In these, Sir, and the passages to the same effect with which 
the scriptures abound, we see the foundation of all our hopes 
for eternity. This foundation is Jesus Christr^ie,9VB Christ 
«sRuciFiED. Upon this divine testimony, so explicit and' so 
abundant), we believe that the death of Jesus Christ was a 
vicarious atonement, a propitiatory sacrifice for sin: and that 

carried up thither in a vision; which like th&t oTSt. Paul, he Mdnot been able t9 
dUtingidihfnm a reatityf oay, he would not build an article of faith, of suob mag- 
nitude on the cori*ectne8» of John's recollection and representation of our LoriPs 
language; and so strange and incredible does the hypothesis of a prenexistent 
sUte appear, that sooner than admit it^ he vmuld suppose the whole verse to be 
an interpolatiofi, or that tss old afostls dictated ost thino and hii 
AMANmursis WBOTB AJVOTuxii.'* Letters to Dr. Frice, as quoted by. Vr. 
Magte. 
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in Ilim we have redemption^ the^rgnreness of -slnsy and 
eolely on account of tlie merits of iiis blood. 

Connected ¥r]th. this doctinno of atonement, and founded 
«poii i^ is the doctrine of justification by faitli. The whole 
is presented in one conci^ .yiew, in the third of RomanA* 
A^Nowiwe know that what tilings soeTX^r the law saith^ it 
•aithtothem that are under the law, that every mquihmajf 
Aft slofptdf and ail the. wortd become guMty before God. There* 

fire MY THE DKEB8 OF TPB I^AW, THERE 8HAIJI HO 

JTJuAfa B-E JUSTIFIED in his sight; for by the law is the 
knowledge of sin. Bvi now tJie righteousness of Ood TVithout 
the law . is manifested, being witnessed by the law and the 
lurophets; even the righteousness of Ood, which is by faith rf 
Jesus Christ unto all and upon all them that belieye; for 
there is no difference: /or aU have sinned and come short of the 
glory of Ood: being justified trebJsY of his grace, through 

.1*HK redemption THAT IS JN ChRIST JeSUS, WHOM 

God hath set forth to be a propitiation through 
TAiTH IN HIS BLOOD, to (fecfore Ais righteousness, for the 
revmsion of sins that are past, through the forbearance of Ood; 
to declare, I say, at this time his righteousw^; that he 
might be just, and the justifier of him which be* 
xieteth in Jesus." 

But all this is denied by Unitarians. I do not mean that 
they utterly discard and would obliterate the sacred. [Passages 
liere cited, and all others of similar import; but, comforma:- 
bly to the rule and tiie practice of the Polish Unitarians, an 
before quoted from Mosheim, <<they, modify, curtail, and file 
down" these passages, or the momentous doctrine contained 
in them, <<in such a manner, by the transforming- power of 
art and argument, as to answer the extent of tlieir limited 
faculties." Tiie doctrine of a propitiatory sacriftce by 
Christ's death, of redemption through his blood, of the for- 
giveness of sins and justification on account <^f his vicalriowi 
merits they reject, as unreasonable in itself, inconsistent with 
the goodness of Grod, and derogatory to the character of man. 
— <*Christ being a man," says Dr. Priestley,* "who suffered 
and died in the best of causes, there is nothing so very differ^ 

• Thfeol. Kcp. T©|. i, p. 39. 
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Min ^o6easMmai^mam^ofMi iMllhfrom.lh&tf'OfiittMi 
who suffered and died ajler hint in the-^imtt eause §f cUm- 
HainUyf but Vud their 4uffering^ aohd HMh may bt conMer^ 
€i in the sarm light with Au«"., Agaia he Mskju^'^.l •^Bt^ 
pentance and a good life ore 9{ ihemsdvca 8iifiScieiit'.te>T» 
comittend us to tiie divine fayotir*'^ ^.^In this/' flienhe saya 
against (that is in th^ notion that Christ's death bad n6: la» 
lation to. the fturgiTeness of sins) <«Let as afiqute8pe^;«it 
douhtiPQg but that; though not ptrha^s at presentf we .ahatt ila 
tibie-be able, without any effort or sTRAnruiG, to eoqplaia 
aU pkirticular expressions in the Apostollcsd Epuitl^.'' A 
idain confession; tiiat it is not without ^^tffori and MtraUdi^ 
that the scriptures are how accommodated to the Uiiiteini 
doctrine. ^< When, (says Mrs. Barbauld^) will chlistiaiis pefr«* 
mit themselveci to believe, that the same conduct whioh gaiiUi ^ 
them the approbation of good men here, wiH secure th$ 
fovour of heaven hereafter? — ^When a man, like Dr. Bnce^ 
ta about to resign his soul into the . hands of his Madier, b^ 
ought to do it not only with a reliance on his merey, but 
his justice. It does iiot become him to pay the blaapheiiious 
homage of deprecating the wrath of God, when he^ ought la. 
throw hiDMsalC into the arms of Ids love!'' — ^<<Other feuadatiao 
can no man lay:'' (says Dr. IIarwood,$ as if with aa expreas 
design t^.contivdiet an apostle.) ^<A11 hopes founded upon 
any. thing else than a good m(tt*al life, are merely ima^arylV 
^<There can ht no proper foundation,^' says Mr. Bdshaom 
«<for religidva addl^sses to him, [Christ] nor tX gratttwde tb 
him for favoms now received, nor of confidence ih his fiituvb 
interpositions in our behalf!" It were easy to fill' mnatf 
pages wit4t passages to this general effect, selected from tto 
writings of Unitarians. 

Coneie^ng the H(dy Spirit, my limits do not alloV meto b^ 
particular. Suflice it to say, that while orthodox christians be- 
lieve that He, Hke the Father and the Son, is tndy and ensen- 
tially divine^-— «nd that all which is truly holy and rirtaoiis in 
any of mankind is to be ascribed to his sovereign and graciotis 

♦ Hist of Corrup. of Christianitj, vol. i, p. XSS, t Theol. Rep. yfAlX pi 214. 
^R^raarks on Wakefield. § dtrmons, as quoted by l>r. JFuller. 

{I ReTiew of Waberforee. 



m^encji hti&k flui one itnfl th^ otTier of these dodriiies are de- 
nied' by UnitarianB. *^ln fiopular lahgaage, says Mr. Bel- 
•ham,*' thB virtuous AflAM^ions of rirtuous roen^ are» wiik 
great-pttopriety ascribed to God| and the pious writers of th6 
flcti^^titred' hare often adopted 'this form of expression. 
WhcBiel» they themselves believed in the existence of fre- 
quent and supernatural impressions upon the mind, does not 
clearly appear; and tt is certain that tJiey no tvliere affirm Oud 
it cmstHuted My pari cfthdt commission, to teach this eItha- 

gBJatkAikr Atm iMPftOtiAfilE DOOTttll^E.'' 

I rn^an not$ Sir, to say or to intimate, that you» oj^ any oi 
your llllc»*al brethren here would afiojit aD tiie expi'essions, or 
411 the itontiments, noW dt6d from Unitarian writers. 1 knoW 
that Uliitarlanism has its degrees and diversities, and is i 
tttriabte' a«d tnutable th^g. Dr. Priestley says of himself, 
ihfltt b^ y^M once <'a tialVliiist and th^t of the straitest sect;^* 
that afterwkrdlB he «l>e(;ame an high Arian, and in a little 
time a Socinian of the lowest kind, in which Christ is consid- 
ered as a mere man, the Son of Joseph and Mary, and natur- 
ally as fidllble and peccable as Moses or any other prophet:" 
Md et^ then he tvished it to be Understood, that he did <<hot 
kna^ Mrhen his creed would be fixed." It is easier and safer 
id say ^at Unitarians do not believe, tliau what they do. 
l^be s^tiAients however, here exhibited, in contrast with or- 
thodox doctrines, a^ Unitairian; and it is not to be forgot* 
teii that we are re(iuii«ed to hold in christian fellowship, 
th6lpe Unitarians who go fa all these lengths, ad well as tbos^ 
Who do hot. 

' My deslgh in the sketch now given, was not to go into a 
defeiik^e of the doctrines called orthodox, or into a refutatiod 
of tlie Unitarian system; (a design wldch I am fUlly awa^ 
IfOiild require a volume rather than a pamphlet;) but to ex- 
hibit in a more specifick and connected manner than I bad be- 
fore dotic, dome ot the principal points of diflfercnce betwecti 
the^se two classes; and to present a summary view of tlie 
gtoiBtniR on Which they respectively stand. 

Now, Sir, are these differences inconsiderable and unim- 
portant? And is it proper to represent them as consisting only 

♦ Review of Wilberfortc, p. 78. 
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iH a ^^metapbjsical'^ pointy or a mere <^soaiid?'*—^If the scrip- 
tures entire were given by inspiration of God, and onglit to be 
received with all reverence and humility, as having his seal to 
all the doctrines which they teach, as well as to all tJie ]nre- 
cepts which they inculcate; is it a light thing to deny ttem 
this supreme authority, and to subject them to the test of fee- 
hie, erring reason, and to the ordeal of arrogant, philo- 
sophical criticism?"^ If the doctrine of the Trinity is reveal- 
ed in the word of God; if it rests on the sure fbundattioii <)f 
divine testimony; is it. a light thing to reject this doctrine, 
because it transcends the Umited faculties of tiie ..hmnan 
mind; and to pronounce it irrational and absurd, :beGauj9e we 
cannot comprehend it? Though we cannot by searching Itid 
out God unto perfection; yet may we net assuredly believe that 
He knows himself, and the mode of his own existence?; land 
may we not safely rely on what he reveals respecting Mmself, 
though there be something relating to it, and beyond it, 
which we cannot understand? If Jesus Christ iis truly and 
essentially diving, and all men are required to «Aofumr the 
Son, even as they lioiunir the Father;^^ is it a light thing to deny 
his divinity, to refuse to liim all divine honours, and to regard 
and treat him only as a mere creature? If, though he Uipnght 
it no robbery to be equal with Grod, yet for the salvation of 
lapsed and lost mankind, he came down from heaven^ took 
upon him the form of a servant, was made in tiie likeness of 
men, and became obedient unto death even the death of the 
cross, as an offering and sacrifice, for the sins of the world; is 
it a light thing to deny this doctrine of atonement, — to refuse 
to acknowledge that stupendous display of divine wisdom, con* 
descension and love which it reveals, which the inspired writers 
celebrate in the most exalted strains of gratitude and praise, 
and to which all the multitude of saints before the throne of 
God and the Lamb, ascribe their redemption from eternal per* 
dition to immortal life and glory! If Jesus Christ crqcified 

* "Let me not be understood to speak in any disparagement of fair and legiti- 
mate biblical criticism. I honour the labours of Kennicott, De Rmsi, MkhaeUt* 
Griesbach« Lowth, and many others who have distinguished themaelret in this 
useful field. It is such criticism onljr, as has for its object to mutilate* and ex- 
plain away the scriptures, and to shape their doctrines in aoMmmodattMi te 
human feelings and views, that I mean to reprobate. 
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m the only foundation ot good hope to men; if there is n^ 
other name by which men must or can be saved; if forgive- 
ness of sin and justification unto life can be obtained, onlj 
through the merits of his sacrifice, and by faith in his blood; 
is it a light thing to reject this doctrine, to refuse this way 
itf pardon and of life, and to trust for acceptance with God 
and everlasting happiness, on any other ground? 

Suppose a church founded on these doctrines, in the act of 
eelebratittg ihe death of the Lord Jesus at his tabic. . Tliey 
Qnite in worshipping the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; in 
adoring Christ as their almighty Saviour, and gratefully 
ascribing the forgiveness of their inns, their acceptance 
with God, and all their immortal hopes entirely to his propi« 
tiatory sacrifice; and in devoutly acknowledging the Holy 
Spur]itas their Sanctifier and Comforter, and praising Him 
as the efficient Producer in them of all holy affections and 
coimdations. Can a Unitarian, who denies all these doc- 
trines, have communion with the church in this solemn and 
interestiiig scene. Must it not be to him a scene of abomin- 
able idolatry; a most delusive and flagitious perversion of tha 
aacred institution? — In regard to the whole, the doctrines and 
the worohip founded upon them, is he not an unbeliever? 

Let us change the scene. Suppose a church of Unitari- 
ans, (say, if you please, low Unitarians) at the table of the 
holy sapper* They refuse to worship the Son and the Holy 
Ghost) they deny the divinity and atonement of Jesus Christ, 
and remember him only as a good man, who '^suffered and 
died in the best of causes,'' but *nn the occasion and manner 
ef whose .deadi there was nothing very different from that of 
ethers who suffered and died after him in the same cause;^ 
and they professedly rely lor eternal life, not on the Sav- 
iour's merits^ but on their own <<good moral lives," and de-- 
clare,«that all hopes founded on any thing else are merely 
imaginary* ' ' \fh9.i has an orthodox cluristian to do with 
siich a comipiHiionr Can he join in divesting liiv adored 
Saviour of his glory, — in profaning the sacred memorial of 
his dying love, — ^in making *^his blood an unholy ihingP^ 

We assume, we claim no dictation, no control over other 
men's consciences. We invade not, we wish not to invade 



f r t^ abridge the nalvr^^ civilf or p^ligiou^ righta of ai^ 
man or class of pien* We rejpijpe ip the ciyi^f wd stiH AOVt 
in the religious freedom of our country. W^ ^knoirt^dgv 
tlie right of every one to Utirik for biin^elff wA to fimn Ut 
own opinions pf truth; s^ right, fatowevern for tbe unperYeftei 
ijxercise of which every one is apjemi^y apcQuiitftblei to Qod* 

While we allow tliis right to others^, and claim it Sotoutu 
q&lves^ we hold it to he perfi^tly consistent^ and our iMH^Aden 
dutfji openly and fiiitbfully tq declare and incuka^e what wo 
I)elieye to be divine truth; l^rmly and earnestlyf yet candidiy 
a|id benevolently^ to contend for what we receive ai tht 
faith once delivered to the saints: and to employ, i^ acriiN 
tjural means to counteract and exf^de such opiniqna aa w« 
deem erroneous, — suchj especially » ai| we believe to ba utterlj^ 
subversive of the gospel; and to convince and warn al) pe»s 
pie, of their delusive nature and tl^eir destructive teadenny, 
4nd we think it neitlier chariiaHe nor reasonabterr^we AM iij^ 
indeed, erdvFely incompatiUe with our lit^rty rf eonsciencBf ami 
our right of private jxidgmtni^ Uiat we ^unUd be reqvirti Ai 
think favourably of such opinions, to refrain ^-am hfeariofg cmt 
testimony against them, or to regard them as na.(A$bmctum te 
ehristkm, feUawsMp. 

We are not so happy qs to have, the belief,. Wihicb you so 
Qoniidently express, that, "the gre^t principles, for whiek 
the apostles coiij^nded, ^i^ now received with little dispute 
in christian con^munitie^^" : We. "sincerely believe?' on the 
tpntrary, thai; tho|p doctrines were tlie very same, for .wMeh 
we are now contending. Wcv believe that the Gospel of Jobs 
Mid his first {|nd second Epistles, all which W€ra;:written af-^ 
ter controversies, ^se among professed christians^ ti^nceri^- 
ing the person and cl^ara^ter of Jesqar Christy had particulw 
respect to those controversies; and were particularly ^eaign^ 
ed to establish the^ faith of the churches^ in botb>his true Di- 
vinity and humanity. We believe that the Epistles ;of Paul 
to the Romans and Galatians, hiMi for their .primaiy aiMt 
principle object, the vindication aikl ^tabliahmeiU of tte ear- 
dinal doctrine of justification^ <tfpeely by ^ace through. the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus; whom! God hath set £nrth 
to be a propiti^on, thrctugh faith in his hlopd»" ia opfffflfr* 



iion to SQch professed christians as denied this doctrine, and 
<Kwent ahout to establish their own righteousness;'^ and that 
the divine dignity, the high priesthood and expiatory sacri- 
ice of Christ, and salvation only through his one offering 
fbr sin, iflid by faith in him, constitute the subject of his en- 
tire Epistle to the Hebrews, We believe, in a word, that 
these are the very doctrines of tlie cross, which were <<to 

THB JEWS A STUMBLING BLOCK, AND TO THE GBEEKS 

TOOXiSHKESs;" and we deeply deplore the affecting fact, of 
which we see most abundant evidence, that there is, in our 
own age, and in our own country, the same spirit of hostility 
to these doctrines, which was so awfully and fatally display* 
ed in the days of the apostles, With deep impressions, and 
the most painful emotions, we remember the solemn word, 
^^Unto them which be disobedientf the stone which the buUders 
disallowed, the same is made tJie liead of the comer, and a 
stome of stumbling, and a rock of offence, even to them which 
stwnMe at the word, being disobedient J' 

The event of the present controversy, I would submissive« 
ly leave with Him, whose truth, and whose glory are deeply 
concerned in it. Most sincerely do I lament the uncommon 
animosities which have been excited, and the uncommon 
manner in which they have been displayed. True, it has 
always been the fact, that when errour has been exposed, the 
passions which have clung to it have been disturbed^ but it 
most solemnly concerns us all, on the one side and on the 
other, to look well to our tempers, to our words, and to our 
actions, — ^remembering that we are erelong to stand together 
iefore the judgment seat of Christ. Notwithstanding, how- 
ever, the present excitement, and the heavy guilt incurred by. 
many, it is devoutly to be hoped that shortly the passions of 
the day will subside, and give place to serious reflection 
smd candid inquiry; that people wiU consider the questions 
in debate, as being of a nature too momentous, to be hastily 
decided by private attachments or antipathies, by party spir- 
it OP prejudice — ^by any thing indeed other than reason and 
conscience and scripture; and will attend to these questions, 
With all the earnestness which their everlasting importance. 



(iemaiids^ with h^m\}fle 4epcndeiicc oa ih^ Spirit oiP Sf^l^ 
and with sincci*e and unfa|liug desires to know si^d obfgr tfifti 
truth. 

With fervent prayers for a cpnsummation so bapgjr, ^f^ 
for your joy a$ well a^ my own in thet^yentj J 9^f 

Rev. 'and dear Sir, • i 

Yours^ with sincere affection ap4 i^^^P^c^ « 

S. WORC^^iWI^ 
Salem, Jivgust 26, 1815. 



POSTSCRIPT. 

v *»v. 

Bb. Watts, in the preface to his Glory of Christy ^^^ pf hin 
latest publications, say^, "Though M^e learn frpm ScriptiU^ 
that TRUE AND PROPER DEITY is ascribed to the fatq^i^, 
THE SON, AND THE HOLT SPIRIT, and they are represented 
often in scripture as distinct personal agents; yet aft^ allouT 
inquiries and prayers, we may be still much at a loss t^ de^ 
scribe exactly, wherein this distinct personality consi^, and 
what is the distinct communion of each of them in the diYine 
nature.'^ — «<I can assure them [his readers] that there is mi 
one sentence in all these discourses, but what is very CQnsistf 
ent with a firm belief of the divinity of Christ, and a jus^ 
and sincere concern for the most eminent and glorious trut|i8 
of the gospel, as they are professed by Protestants among ut 
against f Ae Sodnian and drian errours.*^ — ^In these yiews^ SQ 
£b^ as appears. Dr. Watts remained to the last* 

Respecting Dr. Barnard, I have only to reafSa*mL wbat|^ 
said before. 

A pamphlet by a Layman has come to hand, just in season 
to receive as much attention as it seems to require. Tha 
pampMet bears this title, <<Are you a Christian or a Calvimisi^ 
Or, Do you prefer the authority of Christ to that of the GenevaHi 
Beformer?^' Whatever in this publication concerns me, and 
the cause which I have espoused, has been almost entirely 
anticipated, and, as I believe, suffieiently answered, in th« 
foregoing Letter. 

The title, the spirit, the whole tenour, import that Galyin« 
isih are not Christians. I am not in the least angered bj 
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fj^ Wf ^f 9$pr^liend tb»t any of my brethren implicated^ 
will think that they would do well to be angry, or will Ifeel 
t)iefp9e)vei| called upon to ei^preetei, even <<a Tirtuoiis indigna* 
tiQI^." If tb^ (layman and hja party really believe that Qai^ 
TinUfta a|fe i^t ch|i8tia|i9, tbey have my full and moat heart]^ 
conisenf to declare it with the utmost frcedqm; nor VfiU I oon** 
t^nd with the^i at all about their coni^stency in claiming to 
1|^ thpiight niost charitable, in entert^ning and expressing 
this opinioi), ^nd in qontinually denouncing us as being ^ 
terly devoid of charity, 

««| expe(;t/' says this unknown writer, the ^^intolerant among 
the disciple^ of Calvin will be ready to consign a layman to ibm 
fate of ^vwregendtate reprcbates,' who shall dare to intermeddle 
10th the sacred mysteries of their faith." The gentleman, f 
believe, need give himself no concern on this score. ««Theili 
ipaater,'' h^ proceeds tp say, <^would never sufibr any ont 
tp questip];! his doctrines under pain of the fagot. He wishe4 
to dethrone the Pope, only that be might put the tiara on his 
own head. His disciples in this country, and in this alone^ 
rptain the same spirit." — ^These are the first sentences. To 
these I will add a quotation from the 6th page. «<The orthodox 
believe in Calvin and the Westminster Assembly; the liberal 
clmstians in Christ and his apostles. The former are Calvin- 
j|[t&rr-the latter are christians. Yet so intolerant and unrea- 
Honable are the party who have arrogated to themselves the 
tjitle pf orthodox, that they venture to deny the name and title 
pf christians to the followers, of Christ, and apply it exclur> 
lively to the folloxve];^ of Calvin, and of human councils, as-* 
iieniblies, a^d creed-makers." Those who have not the op* 
j^rtunity or inclination to read the pamphlet, may r^ on 
these quotations, upt only a3 a fair specimen, but as contain- 
ing the sum and substance, the pith and marrow of the whole. 
Such is the ^^document" which this writer, is careful to let us 
know it was his intention ^<to famish" to be deposited in the 
archives <fof our historical societies and the alcoves of our 
colleges:" a monument more durable than brass, to proclaim 
and exemplify to the generations to come, the talent and taste, 
the truth and argumei^t, the correctness and wisdom, the dig- 
^ty and urbanity, tbd meekness and modesty, the candour and 
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charity of the liberal men of'Massachusetts ^<m the begmniBf^ 
of the nineteenth century/' 

The Layman states, or intimates, more than once, that I 
deny, and endeavour to prove, that the Beviewer did not 
charge the liberal clergy and party with ^^hypocritical con- 
cealment;" and upon this he bestows many words. I said, 
however, explicitly, <<I mean not to deny that the Reviewer 
does charge ministers, and perhaps others; of the party called 
liberal, with want of openness and clearness; nay, with design-^ 
ed concealment and culpable disguise.^' 

P. 12. the Layman says, "We agree with Dr. Worcester, 
and we are happy to agree with him in some points, that 
south of Massachusetts there is very little freedom of reli- 
gious opinion. Men must think as they are bid, not as the^ 
believe/' How the gentleman came to know this to be my 
opinion, I will not attempt to divine; but sure I am> he can 
find not the slightest intimation of any thing of this sort, not 
the most distant reference to the people south of Massachu- 
setts in my Letter. 

For an answer to the main scope and argument of hi9 
pamphlet, I beg leave to refer the Layman to pp. 11 — 14, 
22 — 25, and 28—40 of the foregoing Letter. 

What is principally to be apprehended by me and my breth- 
ren, of danger to ourselves and our cause from the Layman's 
attempt is, that we shall not duly remember, that ^^charity 
rejokeih not in iniquity; but rejoiceth in the truth *^ We have 
strong temptation to rejoice in this publication. This shower 
of <<poisoned arrows" has not reached us. I confess, however, 
I like the Layman's openness. He conceals neither bis 
senfflnents, nor his spirit, his party prejudices nor his private 
enmities, his designs nor his resources; — nothing but his^ 
name. 

"Alack; 'tis he! why he was met even now 
<*As mad as the vex'd sea: singing idoud; 
**Crown*d with rank fumiter, and furrow weedsj, 
"With hartocks, hemlock, nettles, oackoo-flower, 
"Darnel, and all the idle weeds that grow 
**In our sustaining corn." 

""^ — * **That close aspect of his 
^<Doe8 shew th« mood of a much troubled breast." 
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LETl^ER. 



BXT/ Aim HBAB to, 

I mt0 that you have deen fit io male to the puhliclt 
another set of remarks about mey and about other personal 
and things in connexion with me. I did hope, if you should 
omidescend to wr^te again* it would not be in the style of a 
murmurer and complainer* or of a popular suiter and declaim* 
•r. If the «<self^respect'' and <<virtuou8 indignation/' of which, 
you haTe so emphatically spoken, required you to turn youf 
back upon your opponent, and to refuse to him the offices, not 
only of brotherly kindness, but of common civility) yet it 
might have been well, had they not withheld you also from at^ 
fending to the points which essentially belong to the debate^ 
which have been distinctly stated and urged* and which cer- 
tainly merit very serious and candid consideration and dis- 
cussion. Those* however, are virtues it should seem of no 
ordinary loftiness and inflexibility, and of no ordinary claim^. 
and prerogatives. 

On the question of writing again, several considerations 
have presented themselves to my mind« My Second Letter 
0eems to need no vindication or support; as your Remarks 
have not I suppose, to any one, even the appearance of an an* 
swer. My labours and duties ai*e many, and my health is 
frail. A considerable portion of the publick are probably 
desirous that the controversy should cease: as a large clrss 
have not patience to attend long to any subject which re.- 
quires serious thought; not a few liave an imposing prejudice 
against all religious debate, and a tfioi'bid dread of this dia- 
Qussion in particular; as if religious tinith, and such CApecial*- 
ly as relates directly to tlie redemption of mankind, and the 
person and kingdom of the Eedeemer, ought not to be de- 
veloped or defended: and not a little influence is exerted to 
l^event people from readins^— iiior<> than one side. — St0I 



iiuwever there are many who do read and will read both side*. 
The points in discussion are among the most important, that 
could be offered to the attention of the christian community. 
Though some ill effects may ensue, as, in a world like this, is al- 
ways to be expected, when any thing is attempted for tho 
cause of truth; yet the persuasion, I believe, is continually ex- 
tending and gaining strength, that the good effiacts will^greadbf 
ly preponderate, . And though I have been accused of being a 
volunteer in this service, as I would certainly wish to be^ in 
a cause so deeply interesting to the honour and kingdom of 
the Lord Jesus; yet as I have girded on the harness, whether 
prudently or imprudently, the time does not seem to have ar- 
rived foi' me to put it off. — ^What I have now to offer will be 
disposed under sevei*al distinct heads. 

I. In the outset of your Remarks, you re-urge the chai^ 
of <^bad spirit and intention." To this I am compelled briefly 
to reply. — My conscience bears me witness, tliat my design has 
been not to excite jwpular or party passions and animosi- 
ties, already in a flame when I first took my pen, but .to as- 
sauge them; not to promote a violent disruption, or an ir- 
i*egular denunciation in the christian community, but to give 
such a direction to the controvei'sy, as would lead to sober 
and conscientious inquiry, and to a right underatanding of 
truth and of duty. It has long been well known, that I have 
not been the advocate of rash measures, of hasty separations, 
or of a rigorously restricted system of fellowship. You have 
yourself been pleased to say, that you had ^^regarded me as 
a man of candour, moderation, and liberal feelings." Though 
you have seen fit to alter your opinion, and to represent me 
as a man destitute of candour, and possessed of a bitter, ma- 
lignant, and persecuting spirit; yet I suppose it will be obvU 
ous to others, if not to yourself, that tliis latter opinion has 
been formed under circumstances not the most favourable to 
an impariial and correct judgment; and I am sustained in the 
confidence, that candid men will pronounce, thcat for your sud- 
den change of opinion, and your consequent crimi)iatians, so 
hastily expressed, and so pertinaciously mterated, you had 
no sufficient reason • 



^ a candour^ indeed^ which confounds the distinction be* 
tween truth and eirour^ — ^to A moderation which regards both 
the one and the other, as of little conscquencc,^ — ^to a liberali- 
ty which places them on equal tenns, in regard to christian 
character and christian communion, I make no pretensions, 
1 do hold, that belief in the truth is essential to Christianity; 
and that <<the church of the living God, which is the pillar 
and ground of the truth," and the ministers of Jesus Christy 
who are ^<set for the defence of the gospel," have not only a 
light to inquire, but are under obligations of infinite responsi- 
bility to inquire, concerning the faith as well as the practice 
of individuals and communities, claiming christian fellowship: 
— ^to inquire, however, with candour, and meekness, and char- 
ity, making a difference between ignorance and disbelief, and 
between circumstantial errours, and fundamental. This is 
my heinons offence, — my unpardonable crime. It is on ac- 
count of this ]iersuasiQn, that you have ^'considered my letter 
nnworthv of me as a christian and a christian minister," and 
^'thought that I have discovered a strange insensibility towards 
my brethren," and written vnth a bad spirit and intention. 
I say, this is the reason of your abundant criminations of me: 
for you have pointed to no other, but to this you have distinct- 
ly and repeatedly pointed. 

What you think of me, or what I think of you, is in itself 
of little importance to the publick, and can liave nothing to 
do with the merits of the cause in debate. It mav be, howev- 
er, of considerable consequence, to remark the grounds on 
which you are so i*cady to pronounce a man to be destitute of 
candour, and charity, and all good motives and feelings, and 
to impute to him a bitter, malignant, and pei*sccuting spirit^ 
as it may serve to explain the nature of that ctiarity on 
which you lay so great a stress, and to which you make such 
lofty pretensions. Let it here then be distinctly noted, that, 
according to your representations, if a man demur as to chris- 
tian fellowship, on account of any errour in sentiment, he is 
destitute of charity, and a persecutory if he regard no errour 
as any bar to fellowship, he is a charitable man, and a libera) 
christian. This topick I shall have occasion te consider fur- 
ther in another place. 
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II. Tou give it to be nnderstooSy that the reaaoa of your 
appearing again before the publkk^ Was my call upon you to^^ 
retract a misstatement* Ton bad stated that «the obviou* 
import of the concluding part of^ my first ^Letter might bo 
thus expressed; <Eyery man who cannot admit as a doctrine 
of scripture^ the great doctrine of three persons in one God^ 
which I and other orthodox christians embrace, believes aa 
i^posite gospel, rejects the true gospel, despises the authori- 
ty of Jesus Christ, is of course a man whoUjr wanting in true* 
piety and without christian virtue; and may in perfect consist^^ 
ency with christian love be rejected as unworthy the name of 
a christian.^ '' I did pronounce this ^<a flagrant misstate* 
ment/' and solemnly call upon you to retract it* In reply 
you say. ^I i intend to shew, that in giving this interpret^-^ 
tion, I foDowed the natural meaning of Dr« Worcester's words, 
that I put no violence on his language, and that no other sense 
would have offered itself to an unprejudiced mind.'' Ton 
then proceed to Estate the passages'' of my letter ^which Id 
to the representation which you had formed." 

I did propose to requote all those passages in their order, 
for the sake of shewing in a strong light the strange state of 
that mind which could assert, and in the face of the clear ex« 
position of my sentiments and views, given in my Second 
Letter, reassert, that <^he natural meaning" of them is given 
in your contested statement. But I feel a strong repugnance 
to filling the pages of my present letter with quotations from 
my former ones; and a repugnance, not less strong, to be- 
stowing so much attention upon a point so personal. One 
principal passage, therefore, may suflice. <<Is it," I ask in 
my first Letter, p. 32, «<Is it then a violation of the great law" 
of love for the friends of truth to decline communion with its 
rejecters?— We have nothing to do here with slight diversi- 
ties of opinion; with diflferences about modes or forms, or in- 
considerable points of faith or practice. Our concern is with 
differences of a radical and fundamental nature; »uch as exist, 
between orthodox christians and Unitarians of all degrees, 
even down to the creed of Mr. Belshan]: for to tliis point yo« 
have yourself fairly reduced tlie i»*esent question. — Yes, S.iTi; 
the simple point here at issue is. Whether it be a violation of 
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iixt law of lore for believers in tlie true gospel of Jesos Christ 
to separate from believers in another and an opposite gospel? 
If yours is the true gospel^ then ours is another; if ours is the 
true gospelf then yours is another. In either case, the great 
question respecting fellowship remains the same." This is 
flie passage on which you seem mainly to rely; and it is un- 
doubtedly the strongest passage of the whole, and includes in 
it the principal ideas, of any aspect to your purpose, contain- 
ed in the re^. — But, Sir, dio I here say, that ^^Every man who 
mnnot admit as a doctrine of scripture, the great doctrine of 
three persons in one Grod, which I and other orthodox chris* 
fians embrace, believes an opposite gospel, rejects the true 
gospel, despises theauthority of Jesus Christ, and is, of course, 
a man whoUff wanting in true piety and itnOumt chrigHan viT'^ 
&€/" Is this <«the natural meaning of the words?'' and does 
no other sense otkr itself to an unprejudiced mind!" I putth* 
question. Sir, to your conscience. 

Fiease to observe. In the first place, in this passage, I state 
the question at issue: «Is it a violation of the great law of love 
for the friends of truth to decline communion with its reject- 
ers!"— I then, that the question may be disembarrassed, statt 
by way of explication, that «We have nothing to do henr 
with slight diversities of opinion; with differences about modes 
or forms, or inconsiderable points of faith or practice:" suck 
as those might be thought to be, which exist between ortho- 
^ dox christians and some whom you would call the higher 
Unitarians. <<Our concern," I flirther observe, <<is with dif- 
ferences of a radical and fundamental nature; such as exist 
between orthodox christians and Unitarians of all degreeSf 
evendownto the treed of Mr. Belshamzfcn' to this pmnt you have 
yaurself/mrly reduced the present questtonJ^ You certainly 
had reduced it to this point. You had contended, that Uni- 
tarians, not of the higher degrees only, but even of the 
lowest degrees, ought to be held, in christian fellowship. I 
therefore, fixed upon Mr. - Belsham's creed, as something 
tangible and definite, by means of which the merits of the, 
pending question might be tried; and, reduced to this poin^ 
the question, which otherwise might have been attended witii 
embarrassment and perplexity, became to my mind a very 



plain one. Accordingly I bad a little befoi*e said^ ^*Vh% 
question then is a shoi*t one. Is not Mr. Belshaih's gospel, 
asset forth in his crced^ another gospel than that which Paiil 
preached? If you are not- willing to admit this; yet surdy 
you ctonot hesitate a moment to admit, that it is another tha.n 
that which is held by oi*thodox christians, — which ' id 
preached by orthodox . ministers: — essentially diflbrent 
in every particular from the foundation to the topstone. 
One or the other of these Schemes then must be what 
St. Paul denominates another gospel, and against which an4 
its abettors he solemnly pronounces his apostolick anathema.^ 
To this statement I distinctly refer in the passage under consid- 
eration. Having thus simplified the question respecting fellow- 
ship, by restiicting it to Mr. Belsham's scheme, I then proceed 
to restate it in these words: "Yes, Sir, tlie simple point here 
at issue is, whether it be a violation of the law of love for 
believers in the true gospel of Jesus Christ to separate from 
believers in another and an opposite gospel. If yours is the 
true gospel, then ours is another; if ours is the true gospel^ 
then yours is anotlier. In either case the great question res- 
pecting fellowship remains the same." — Was it possible for 
the question to have been more clearly or definitely stated? 
Was it possible for it to have been more plainly expressed, 
that the issue to be tried was precisely between tfts believer^ 
rn Mr. Bdsham^s g^^P^y ^^d the believers in that called or- 
tliodox? Mr. Bclsham\s is liere called <<your gospel, for the 
very obvious reason* that it is the one which, in the statement 
of the question, is opposed on your part to the one on our part.'^ 
Now, Sir, I ask again, do I in this passage say, that <<jBv- 
ery man who cannot admit as a doctrine of scripture, the 
great doctrine of three persons in one, which I and other or- 
thodox chnstians embrace, believes in an opposite gospeln 
rejccta the true gospel, despises the authority of Jesus Christy 
and is, of course, a man wholly wanting in true piety and 
without christian virtue."* No, Sir: it is not here, or any 
where else by me, said, that **every man" who does not em- 
brace the orttiodox doctrine of the Trinity either (^believes 
in," or <«abets, an oppiosite gospel," or ^*pejccts the true 
gospel, or despises the authority of Jesus Christ," or ^'ia 



l;rhon7 wanting in christian piety/^ dr is ^'without christian 
Tirtue." Neither of these things is either affirmed or impli- 
ed in any passage of mine; but the terms used by me, and 
ihe entire connexion, are particularly and pointedly guarded 
against such a construction. Had not you said it, I should 
certainly have thought that the person who could say, that 
'ihe interpretation which you have given is <<the natural mean- 
ing of my words/' «that in giving such an interpretation no 
Violence is put upon my language/' and <<that no other sense 
offers itself to an unprejudiced mind/' really had not ^ability 
io decide on the obvious import of a letter written in our na- 
tive tongue," and ought to be sent to school, to learn the very 
rudiments of grammar and logick. This remark I apply to all 
the passages which you have cited. Taken severally or col- 
lectively, in a detached state or in their respective conexions, 
they neither naturally express, nor by all the torture to 
Which yon have put, or can put them, can they be made to 
yield the sense which you have so resolutely attempted to 
fasten upon them. 

' Had it, however, been otherwise; had my expressions been 
such as easQy to admit, or even naturally to convey the sense 
of your statement; yet, if they would bear another construe* 
tion, and I had explicitly said that such was not my meaning, 
it might have been compatible with the laws of common cour- 
tesy for my disavowal to have been candidly accepted. It 
has been thought allowable in debate, for a person, when mis- 
understood, to explain; and right that his explanation should 
be admitted. But this privilege has not been allowed to me. 
I was misunderstood, — certainly misrepresented: and though 
I thought my language sufficiently plain, yet I went, in my 
Second Letter, into a full and candid exposition of my senti- 
ments and views; and not only said, but shewed, that my 
meaning was not, and could not have been, such as you had 
stated. Tet after all this, you take it upon yon to say, that 
you ^cannot avoid the belief that my recollections on this, 
point are imperfect/' you resolutely insist on your former in- 
terpretation, which I have explicitly disavowed, and refuse to 
admit my frank exposition of my omtu meaning. This, Sir, is 
carrying the claims of your *«self respect very far; to an extent. 
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X believe, beyond what vixxy courteous, and candid, and mod- 
est, and honourable man, to say nothing of a christian minis'! 
ter, ever befidre attempted. 

I must here quote from your Remarks an extraordinary 
passage, <<Dr. Worcester, however,*' you say, p. 12, •^as- 
sures me that I have misrepresented Mm; and 1 have ne dis-. 
position to question the sincerity with which he now declared 
that he did not intend to communicate the sentiments which I 
ascribed to him. I cannot indeed avoid the belief, that hid 
recollections on this point are imperfect, and that in the hur- 
ry of his thoughts dnd feelings, he was not so watchfid over 
bis motives as he now imagines." In the same style you say,p«. 
4, <<Dr. Worcester, however, disclaims the feelings and inteur 
tions which I have ascribed to him. — ^That he is sincere in re« 
porting what now appears to him to have been the state of his 
mind during tlie composition of his first letter^ I am far 
from denying. But on a subject like this, memory is some- 
times treacherous; and I confess I cannot shake off the con- 
viction, that some improper feelings, perhaps unsuspected by 
Br. Worcester, occasionally guided his pen.*' Here, Sir, is 
an expedient to save one's <<self respect" from the pain of a 
concession, and to fix upon an opponent an injurious chargef 

* the whole credit of which, I do believe, belongs to you, and 
ought forever to remain in your uncontested possessioxt: aot 
expedient oi which, I presume, the annals of controTersy 
might be searched throughout in vain, for an example, a pro- 
totype, or a parallel. Will any reader in the world suppose^ 
that, in both or either of those instances, I really misreotem- 
bered?-^-or tliat you seriously meant to be understood that I 
did misr^nember? Why then this spurious irony,— rtbis way* 
ward circumlocution? Why not chai'ge me directly witli 
f$Jsehood, as you h^d before done the Reviewers? 

You have had. Sir, a fair opportunity for a (Usplay of can- 
dour. Tou had misstated the import of an important part of. 

"tny Letter. This was a different affair from that whioii was 
before between us, relating to the Reviewers. That was a 
question concerning the meaning of a third party, and, there- 
fore, concerning which I as well as you might misjudge; this 
was a question respecting my own meaning, and respecting 
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which I couUi not tnistake. I sujipoied you had wlronged iho 
Beview^rs; I knew you had wronged me. Without^ however^ 
imputii^ to you any ill intention or motiyeyl remonstrated^x- 
plaiiiedf and called upon you to retract It was only^ in a 
efaristiaB spirit and mannerf to acknowledge that you had 
Slisa^prehelided my tn^ningy— and the credit for ingenu-^ 
ous feeUngy especially tiie consciousness of having done an 
act <rf magnanimous equity to an opponent^ would have abun- 
dantly compensated for any self denial which there might 
havehten in the case. But you hare chosen a diilbrent 
course^ aAd must look for a di£fer^tireward. I can^ howeTer^ 
assure you, Sir^ that it would have aflforded me much greats 
Measure to have had occasion to acknowledge your generous 
candoUTf than I have found in making the kind of stricture 
which you have compelled me to make. 

III. Page IS, you mdce this statement. «Dr. Clark be- 
lievedf th&t the Father alone is the Supreme God^ and that 
Jesus Christ is not the Supreme God^ but dmved his beings 
and all hispower and honours from the Father, even by an act 
pi the Father's power and wilL He maintains, that as the 
so^ptures have not tau^t us the manner in which the Son 
derived Us existence from his Father, it is presumptuous to 
aflinn^ thatthe Son wascreated, or, that there was a time 
when he did not exist On these subjects the word of God 
has not given ut( light, and therefore we ought to be silent 
The author of Bible News in like manner affirms, that the 
Fath^ only is the Supreme 6od, that Jesus is a distinct be- 
ing from GHod, and that he derives every thing from his Fath-. 
er. He has some views relating to the '^rbper Sonship," of 
God, which neither liberal nor orthodox christians generally 
embrace. But the prevalent sentiments of liberal christians 
seem to me to accord substantisdly with the systems I have 
above described. lake Dr. Clark, the minority of this class 
feel that the scriptures have not taught tiie mode of Christ's 
derivation. They therefore do not call Christ a creature, but 
leave the subject in the obscurity in which they find it, carry- 
ing with them, however, an im^ssion, that the scriptures as- 
cribe to Jesus the character of Son o( God in a pecuHariy high 
sense, and in a sense in which it is ascribed to no other being '' 
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tJpoii this statement I submit the following remarks. 

1. The appellation <<liberal christians^" is ambiguous anil 
indeterminate. In your first pamphlet you tell us^ that 
<*liberal christians are scattered through alt classes of chris- 
tians;" and that although <<in this part of the country Hhey 
ai-e generally," yet "by no means universally Unitarians." 
And you somewhere, I think, estimate tliat about one third 
part of the ministers and christian professors in this common* 
wealth are of the liberal class. I have myself computed, that 
about this proportion are non-calvinistick; and it should seem 
that aU these are included by you in the denomination of 
'^liberal christians." Of these, however, I have supposed 
there are many, who are not Unitarians. They may have 
some difficultie<8 aiid doubts respecting the terms in whicbtbo 
doctrine of the Trinity is often stated, and some diyersities 
in the manner of conceiving and speaking of the doctrine^ 
and yet believe in the true divinity of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit. If so, they ought not to be classed with Unita- 
rians. "Those," as justly observed by Bishop Huntingford» 
<<who hold the doctrine of a Trinity, however individually 
they may give different explications of it^ are nevertheless 
Tiinitaiians; as those, who protest against a particular 
church, although unhappily among themselves they have 
separaifced from eaeh other, by multifarious divisions, and di9»' 
criminate each other by subtle distinctions, implying even 
dimidiation, are nevertheless all protestants." 
. Dr. Samuel Clark was not a Unitarian, and ought not to 
be so called or classed* He held to an ^'bvea-blbssbd 
TKiifiTY,"~to a Trinity of "DiimrB Pebsohs,".— Father, 
Son, axid Hdiy Spirit, who existed together "from ths 
B£QiKNj[;76.'^ Tliis i» the mbstance of his scheme; and in 
tWs lie agreed with orthodox Trinitarians, though in other 
respite he differed from them* And if, as it "seems" to yon 
"the prevalent sentiments among liberal christians in this 
quarter of our country accord ^ubstaTUialUf with Dr. Clait V* 
then these "prevalent sentiments" are not Unitarian. How 
large a proportion of those whom you would assign to the 
Uberal class, are Trinitarians, or believers in the essential 
divinity of tibe Son, and of the Holy Spiri^ I do not know; 
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Mor do I know in what manner fhey would severally explain 
themselves upon this subject^ or where they would choose te 
be considered as standing. I have, however, entertained the 
hope, that by the process of developement it would be founds 
that not a few of them are more orthodox than Dr. Clark; 
and that the Unitarian brotherhood is much less numerous^ 
than you seem desirous of having it understood to be. 

2. It appears from your statement, that the ^'prevalent 
sentiments of liberal christians" are exceedingly unsettledt 
indistinct, and indeterminate. <<The majority of this class»' 
you S9J, fid that the scriptures have not taught the mode of 
Christ's derivation. They therefore do not call Christ a 
creature, but leave the subject in the obscurity in which they 
find it, carrying with them, however, an impression, that the 
scriptures ascribe to Jesus the character of Son of Crod in 
a peculiarly high sense, and in a sense in which it is ascribe 
ed to no other being." With these <4iberal christians," then, 
it is a matter of utter uncertainty, of endless doubt, and, it 
would seem, of cold and lofty indifference, who the Saviour 
of the world is!— whether he is a created, or an uncreated 
being; whether he existed from eternity, or begun to exist in 
time; whether he is a Gk)d, who, though inferiour to the <^8U* 
preme Grod," has yet a rightful claim to religious worship, or 
only their fellow servant, to whom no divine honours belong! 
From other passages, on which I shaU have occasion in 
another place to remark, it appears that the same uncertainty, 
and doubt, and indifference exist with tliese same <4iberal 
christians," in regard to what Jesus Christ has done for 
them: — ^whether he died to expiate their sins with blood of 
inestimable merit, or whether <<in consequence*' merely <<of . 
what he has done and suffbred, the punishment of sin is avert- 
ed from the penitent;" as it may have been, in consequence 
of the spfferings and labours, the instructions and interces- 
sions of Paul and other good men, by whose means sinners 
have been brought to repentance! — Of course, there must be 
similar uncertainty, doubt, and indifference, as to the obliga- 
tions which they owe to hint; as to the love and trust, the 
thanks and honours to which he is entitled. — Do they tlien 
honour the Son, even as they honour, or should honour tlie 
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.Fatber? Tbey do not know who or what the Son ii. An 
they blessed in putting their trust in him? They do not know 
to what extent, or for what purposes he is to be trusted. Do 
tbey delight to join in the heavenly anthem, <«Worthy is th0 
Lamb that was slain to receive power, and riches, and wis-* 
doiB, and strength, and honour, and giory^ and blessing? 
They dp not know that he U worthy thus to be adored and 
praised! — Ah! where are we? Into what a region of frost, of 
darkness, of the shadow of death are we advancing!-^I» 
this. Sir, the light which is so ardently hailed, and so foudly 
proclaimed by the ^rational christians,'^ of this favoured age? 
Is it here that we are to find the grand consummation of di- 
vine knowledge, that <<purer system of Christianity," to wUeh 
you and your f^liberal'' brethren would guide mankind? b 
it in this chilling, dismal cHme, that jH'ofessed christians of 
every name are to meet together in one blessed fellowship? 
No wonder then that Jews and Infidelij, Mohammedans and 
Pagans are invited to participate in the blesi^edness.'K' And 
no wonder, that they who adore the hord Jesus, as ^*ihi %mt 
Bod and etemalUfe,*^ and delight in the ascription, **Untb 
Itim that loved us, and washed us from our sins, in his own 
blood, and hath made us kings and priests unto God and his 
Fatliery — ^to him be glory and dominion forever and ever,'' 
sliould decline the invitation. 

"This," says our great Intercessor, <*This is the life eter- 
nal, to know thee the only true God, and Jbsus ths Chbist 
whom thou hast sent."f But in the knowledge of Jesus the 

* With intimationt to this effect^ the wiitiogB of Unitarians abound. 

t ** What is said here of the otihf true Ghd^ seems said in opposition to the goda 
^hom the heathens worshipped; not in (q;>posiUon to Jesus Christ himself who it 
Ailed the true Godhy John in 1 Epist ▼, 20.** Bishop Pearte. 

«rhat our blessed Lord here speaks of the onfy true Gad, in distinction from 
idols, and not to the exclusion of himself, appears from his spealung of himself a& 
the object of the same fiducial knowledge, with the Father, and by his distin- 
goishing himself fix>m the Father, not by any essential title, bat merely by his 
official character, riz. Jeeue Chrut, whom thoa hait sent. And the same aposUe 
who recorded this prayer, expressly says of Christ; T/m m t^e true Ood, and 
eternal life, in opposition to idala.^ Dr. Guise. 

*<Tiiose who deny the Dirine natare of dffist, think they have a mighty argu- 
ment from this text» where Chritt (as they aay speaking to his Father) calleth 
him the only true God. Bat divines answer, that the term enig^ or alone» is noi 
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Cbri9(^ must not liberal christians^ if your account of tbem is 
correct be lamentably wanting? 

«<The majority of this classy" you say, <<fed that the scrip- 
tures have not taught the mode of Christ's DSBiyATioir, 
And well they may fid this: since the scriptures declare^ 
that «<his goings forth hare been of old, even from sveklast^ 
UTG^^'-^that <<in the beginning he was with God, and was 
God;" — that he is <<the same yesterday^ and to day, and for- 
ever/'— ^^Aipha and Omegay the Beginning and the Ending, 
the First and the Last."— Your oracle indeed^ Dr. ClariCf 
has a long section, entitled, «The passages in which he 
[Christ] is declared to be subordinate to the Father; deriving 
his being (in an incomprehensible manner) fivm Him, receiv" 
ingfrom him his dMne porwerf aitthority and other aUrUnUeSf^ 
&c. And under this head, in his own imposing manner, he 
Jias arranged about two hundred ai\d forty texts; in not ono 
of which, I feel perfectly safe in saying, is it '^declared tliat 
Christ dtrived his being and divine attributes from the 
Father." It is not then strange, that «the scriptures have 
not taught the m>&de of his derivation." And since you/ed 
this, it might be well if you would acknowledge what the 
scriptures do teach^ — that as Grod he existed with the Father 
from eternity. 

Christ and the great work of redemption by him, is the 
grand subject of the scriptures, from the beginning to the 
end. Is it then credible, that, after all, the scriptures have 
not informed us, who or what Christ is, — ^whether God or a 
mere creature^— nor what he has done for us, nor how wc 
are to be saved by him, nor what regards and honours are 
due from us to him? Is it credible, that the inspired writings 
have left these primary subjects in such ^'obscurity," tbat 

to be Implied to thee, but to tke term God; and tbe sense this: to know tfiee t9 
be that God ivhich is the only true God; and this appeai^th from 1 John y, 20, 
where Ckritt ia »aid to be the tnie God, which could not be if the Father were 
the only true God, considered as another [God] from the Son. The term wily 
or alfine is not exelusive of the other two persons in tbe Trinity, but only of idols, 
the gods of the heathen which are no gods. — Our Saviour saith it is life etenuU 
to know him vho it the only true God; — he adds, and Jetns Christ -whom thou 
host oewt: by which he leU us know, that the Father eannot be savingly known, 
Mat in and by the Son." Poole's Continuators. 
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<me mail may acknowledge him as God^ one and co-equal witli 
the Father, another, only as a mere man, <<failible and pec- 
cable like other men," and a third as a demigod, or some 
unknown intermediate being, between the Creator and clrea- 
tnres, — ^that some may bdieve his death to have been an ex- 
piatory sacrifice for the sins of the world, and others that he 
died only as a witness to the truth, — ^that some may trust for 
justification ^nd salvation only in his vicarious merits, and 
others in their oi;^ virtues, — and yet all of them have an 
equal claim to the name and privileges of christian be- 
lievers? Is it credible, that in a divine revelation, a principal 
object of which is to guard mankind against idoUUrfff and to 
teach them the true worship, the representations are sucli as 
to make the great body of christians in every age idolaierSf — 
as the fact certainly is. If Christ is not truly God! Surely 
the man who can believe all this, ought to charge no other 
man in the world with strange or enormous credulity. 

3. "The majority of liberal christians," you say, "carry 
with them an impression, that the scriptures ascribe to Jesus 
the character of Son of God in a pecidiarly high sense, and 
in a sense in wldch it is ascribed to no other 1)eing." Gi^at 
stress is laid by the deniers of the orthodox doctrine of the 
Trinity, on this appellation. Son of God: as if it must ne- 
cessarily denote a separate being, infinitely below the Father,r 
and as if the sonship of Christ were denied by Trinitarians. 
Neither the one nor the other of these assumptions is admit- 
ted. Trinitarians not merely "carry with them an impres- 
sion," but have a firm belief, that "the scriptures ascribe to 
Jesus the character of Son of God, in a sense in wliich it is 
ascribed to no other being." Some of them indeed understand 
the scriptures as ascribing this character to him in his medi- 
atorial capacity and human nature only, and others to Ids 
original existence and Iiis divine nature; but all of them be- 
lieve in his peculiar sonship, and in his essential divinity; 
all of them hold that he is at once the Son of God, and him- 
self also God. 

<What an absurdity, you will say, is this! — ^The Son of 
God — ^liiraself God! — How can he be the Son of himself!' 
Uiiitarians are perpetually stumbling at this stumbling stone, 
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said casting it in the way of others* They impose npoir * 
themselves and upon others^ by a species of sophistry, by 
which no wise man ought to be deceived. In this trite ob- 
jection^ as is very common with you in other instances, you 
beg the main question in debate. Only admit the Trinita- 
rian distinction of Persons in the Godhead, and the pretend- 
ed absurdity vanishes at once. If there are in the Godhead^ 
three Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,' and each of 
these three in insepai*able union with the other two is God; 
then there is no absurdity in saying that Jesus Christ is 
both the Son of God, and himself God. This does not sup- 
pose, or imjdy, that he is the Son of himself; it only imports 
that he is the Son of the Father. 

Neither does his being Son imply inferiority in nature to 
the Father. On the contrary, it imports sameness and 
equality of nature. Was not David of the same nature with 
Jesse, whose son he was, and of equal attributes and dignity? 
Is not a true and proper son always of the same nature with 
bis father? Jesus is called the son of mauf because he par- 
takes of human nature and is truly man. Why then should 
we not understand, that he is called the Son of God, the 
Onxy Begotten of the Father, because he also partakes 
of the divine nature, and is truly God^ — It was so under* 
stood by the Jews, to whom .the appellation. Son of God, as 
belonging to the Messiah, was familiar. Jesus said to them, 
"My Father worketh hitherto, and I work.'' Therefore the 
Jews sought to kill him, because he^^aid thai €hd was his 
Father; [original, his own or proper Father] ^^making himself 
EquAi. with €kdJ* They understood him to call God his 
Father, not in a sense in which angels and men may call Iiim 
their Father, but in a peculiarly high sense; in a sense which 
made God his natural Father, and himself in nature divine 
and equal with the Father. It was upon this very ground, 
that they afterwards persisted in charging him with blas- 
phemy, and finally condemned him to death. — Jesus said to 
Nathanael, "Before that Philip called thee, when thou wast 
under the figti*ee, I saw thee." Perceiving in this the divine 
attribute of omniscience^ Nathanael replied, "Rabbi, thou 

art the Son c^ God;'' evidently understiuidinjp this appella- 

s 
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tiou to import true diviBity. It cannot reasonably be doubt- 
ed, that such was the understanding of Peter and of Thomas^ 
and the other disciples, when they acknowledged Jesus to 
be <Hhe Christ, thf Son of the j^iving GfOD," and wor- 
shipped him as their <<Lobd Ain) their God." 

The same was the understanding of, the primitive Fathers. 
In his epistle to the Ephesians, St. Ignatius^ who had con« 
versed with the apostles, says, "There is one Physician, 
both fleshly and spiritual; made and not made; God incar- 
nate, true life in death; both of Mary and of God; evei 
Jesus Christ our Lord.'^"^ This passage shews not only that 
the blessed martyr acknowledged Jesus Christ to be (xod, of 
which his epistles afford most abundant evidence; but also 
that he understood Christ to be the Son of God in such a 
sense as to be of the same nature with the Father; that as 
the Son of Mary, he was made, and was man, as the Son of 
God, not made, and himself God. <<If," says Justin Martyr, 
in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, "If ye bad considered 
the things spoken by the prophets, ye would not have denied 
Christ to be Crod, who is the Sox of the unbegotten and ineffo' 
bk GodJ^ Gregory Nyssen, as quoted by Dr. Waterlund,f 
speaking of the heretic Eunomius, says, "He says there is 
one only God Almighty. If he means a Father under the 
name of Almighty, he says ttie same that we do, and nothing 
different; but if he intends it of an almighty who is not a 
Father, he may preach circumcision if he pleases, along with 
his other Jewish tenets. The faith of christians looks to a 
Father. The Father indeed is all; [all things] he is most 
high, almighty, King of kings, and Lord of lords. Whatev- 
er titles sound high and great, they belong to the Father; 
ai\d all things that are tlie Fatlier^s belong to the Soru^^ The 
argument is, a Father implies a son of the same nature and 
attributes. — To the same effect Dionysius of Alexandria 
says, "The FatJier being eternal the Son must be eternal too. 
Light of Light. The names by me mentioned, [Father and 
Son] are undivided and inseparable. When I named the 
Father before I mentioned the Son, I signified the Son in the 
Father. If any of my *false accusers suspect that becauise I 

* Wakl^'%Apo8tttlieFaUien. f Ou the Trinity, chap. vi. 
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called God Creator and Former of all things^ I made Iiim 
Creator of Christy let him consider that I before styled him 
Father, and so the Son was included in him/' 

Such was the doctrine of the primitive church, as might 
be shewn at large by many quotations. The apostles and 
the Fathers held Christ to be the Son of God not only ^<in a 
peculiarly high sense," but in a sense the highest possible: 
in. a sense which implied hi^ true divinity, his being of the 
same nature and one with the Fatlier.- 

IV. A plain scriptural exhibition of the tdoctrinc of the 
Trinity may serve to sliew the fallacy and futility of many 
t)f your objections and representations, and the unsoundness 
and corruptness of your general system. 

Dr. Clark, as before stated, held to a Trinity of Divine 
Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. <<With the first and 
supreme Cause, or Father of all things,'' he says, "there has 
existed from the beginning a second Divine Person, which 
is his Word or Son."— "With the Father and the Son; there 
has existed from the beginning a third Divine Person, 
which is the Spirit of the Father and of the Son."* Thus 
far he agrees with orthodox Trinitarians, ancient and mod- 
em, excepting that he makes the Father, separately ccmsider' 
td, "the first and supreme Cause of all things;" and thus 
far, with the sjiecified exception, he proves his doctrine by 
most abundant and decisive scriptural testimony, establish- 
ing, beyond all reasonable debate, the personal distinction, 
and the co-existence before all ages of the Divine Three. 

The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, then, are either three 
Divine Persons united in one Godliead, or else three separate 
Divine Beings. The former is the orthodox doctrine, the 
latter is the doctrine of Dr. Clark. But if the three Divine 
Persons are so many distinct beings, haiidng each a separate 
existence, then must there not be three Gods? — Dr. Clark in- 
deed held, as you correctly state, that "the Father alon£ is the 
supreme God;" and this he asserts with astonishing assur- 
ance, and in the way of begging the main question which it 
behoved him to prove. Be it however even so, that the Fa- 

* Scripture Doctrine, Part II. Sections 2 and 5. 
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,tlier alone is the supreme God^ then the other Diviae Per- 
sons are two inferiour I)eities This conclusion, so obvious 
and unavoidable, is neither denied nor directly a^rmed in 
Drt Clark^s book, but is favoured and forced upon the nund 
by the entii'e train of his argument* This is the grand ab^ 
surdity of his niost al)sur^ systeip. If there was ever a 
Tritheist in christfsndoni^ Dr. plark wa^ one; and if ^^he lib- 
eral christians in this part of oi|r country agree {substantially 
with Dr. Clark," instead of bei^g Up|ta(*iai|s^ tbey arp 
Tritheists. 

Ill oppositiopi to this tritheistical scheme, orthodox. chris^ 
tians hold that the three Divine Persons are united in one 
Godhead. This we believe to be the plain scriptur^. doc- 
trine: for while the scriptures, distinctly reveal to us the Far 
ther. Son, and Holy Spirit) and abundantly ascribe to each 
of the Three, divine names, attributes, works, and honours; 
yet they assure us throughout, that there is but one God* 
and utterly preclude the doctrine of inferiour Deities. 

Though tlie unity of the three Divine Persons in one God- 
head invo^ve^ mystery lyhich, probably, ijo finite mind will 
(pver fully explore; yet the scriptures open to u;si a vista of 
this wonderful glory. Jesus in his memorable intercessory 
prayer with liis disciples, says, ^^Neither pray I for these 
^alone, but for them also w)iich shall believe on me through 
their word; that they al) may be one; AS thof F4.tpee abt 
IN ME AND I iif THEE, that they all mgy he one in us*^ 
And christians are aljui)dantly exhorted in the scriptures to 
seek and preserve the mojst perfect unity,— In what does this 
unity consist? jUndoubtedly in being, as St. Paul e:q)re{sses it, 
^^perfectly joUif^d together in the ^aiiia mind and in the sam^ 
judgment," — *<being knit together in lovp.'? When chi^istians 
are thus in mind, ^n judgment, and in love, perfectly joined 
and kpit |»gether, they are iii a most important apd intef est- 
ing sen^e o|ie. They have ffone Spirit ajid one hope;— one 
Lord, one faith, one baptism; ope God and Father of all, yvrho 
is in them all.** They haye the same views of divine truth^— 
of God, of Christ, of the Holy Spirit, — of the gospel, of the 
way of hdiness and life, of the kingdom of grace and of glo- 
ry; they love and seek the same things; their thoughts, the^ 
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fceKttgs, HbAr desires, their porsuits are in harmony^— The 
more nearly christians think, and speak, and love, and par- 
sue the same things, and the more intimately they are ao 
qnainted with each ethers minds and hearts, the closer and 
the more blessed is their union. Were they perfectly holy; 
had they also exactly the same thoughts on every subject^ 
the same views of every object, the same afibctions and re- 
,gards towards every being and thing; and had they moreover 
a perfect knowledge of each others minds and hearts, their 
union would be most complete. Though a union so complete 
probably can never exist between finite minds, as they will 
always haye different capacities and degrees of knowledge^ 
and can never be perfectly intimate with all the feelings and 
thoughts of each other; yet a union of this kind does exist in 
greater or less degree among believers, and will increase as 
they are more and more sanctified through the truth, and as 
they advance in the knowledge of God, of Christ, and of one 
another, until it attain its highest perfection in the heayenly 
world* — ^This is the oneness into which Jesus prayed that his 
people might be brought, and which be resembled to that 
which exists between him and his Father. 

The union, however, of Christ^s people, whatever resem- 
blance it may bear, falls infinitely short of the unity of the 
ever-blessed Trii^ity. <«I,'* pays Christ, *<I and the Father 
are one." <<Belieye me^ that I am in the Father and the Fa- 
ther in ipe." f<No ipai^ hath seen Crod at any time; the on- 
ly begotten Son^ which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath 
declared |iim." ^'As the Father knoweth mc, even so know I 
the Father.'^ <.^The gon can do nothing of himself, but what 
[but as, Campbell's Translation] he ^eeth the Father do; for 
what things soever be doeth, these also doeth the Son ]ikc« 
wise.'' "The Father loveth the Son." «I love the Father."* 
These passages express all that is above described, as com- 
prised in the union of Christ's people, and vastly more. — The 
Son is in the bosom of the Father; perfectly intimate with the 
Father, and with all his mind and heart. As the Father knows 
him, eroen so he knows the Father. It will not be doubted even 
by Unitarians, that the Father knows the Son perfectly, as 
]^e knows all other beings: knows him intuitively; has an 

* J^hn X, SO. X, 15. Viv»'ll. t, 19. w, 35. iiv, 31. 
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immediate, intimate, complete perception of all that is in him. 
Even so then the Son knows the Father; has an intuitive 
perception, an intimate and perfect knowledge of all his Fa- 
ther's infinite mind and will. The Son can do nothing of 
himself 9 bat as he seeth the Father do. Such is his union with, 
the Father, so perfectly one is his will with the Father's will, 
that he cannot act separately or by himself; he can do noth- 
ing but in union with the Father, and as the Father does. 
But what things soever the Father doeth, these also doeth tht 

Son [oiloiuq'] in the same manner. Such is their co-operation, 
their unity of will, and of action, that all that is done by tht 
Father is in the same manner, and at the same time,. done by 
the Son. The Father laves tlie Son, and the San Uroes the Fa^ 
ther, with perfect, infinite love. 

But if the Son knows the Father even as the Father knows 
him, intuitively and perfectly; then he knows all that the 
Father knows. If he can do nothing, otherwise than in 
union with the Father; but does all things which the Father 
does, and as the Father does them; then his will and his pow- 
er are the same with the will and the power of the Father. 
And if the Father and the Son have the same knowledge and 
wisdom, the same will and power, and are perfect in mutual 
love; then they must regard all other beings and things with 
the same views, the same feelings, and the same purposes. — 
TAe Father is in the Son and the S(m is in the Fattier. All the 
infinite knowledge, and power, and wisdom, and goodiies9 of 
the Father are in the Son. «In him dwelleth all the fulnoQ^ 
of the Godhead bodily." *«He is the brightness of the Father'a 
glory, and the express image of his person." Therefore he 
says, "He that hath seen me, hath seen the Father also." — 
Such is the unity of the Father and the Son. 

Of the Holy Spirit we read:* "The Spirit searcheth all 

things, yea the deep things [ret fict^viy the depths'\ of God. For 
what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of 
man which is in him? even so the things of Gfod knoweth no 
man, but the Spirit of God." — The Holy Spirit searclieth even 
the deptlis of God. He then must know the Father and the 
Son, even as they know him. He knows the things of 

♦ 1 Cor. ii, 10, 11. 
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Gody as the spirit of a man kmnvs what is in the man, that 
iSf by intuition^ by consciousness* As the spirit of a man 
is consciaus to all that is in him^ — knows intuitively his un« 
derstandingt and wiU^ and aflfections^ his thoughts, volitions^ 
and feelings; so the Holy Spirit is conscious to all that is in 
God; not only in himself personally considered, but also in 
the Father and in the Son: intuitively knows all the attri- 
butes, thoughts, affections^ designs, and acts of the God- 
head. — ^An the knowledge, then, all the wisdom, all the pow- 
er, all the goodness, which are in the Father and in the Son^ 
are also in the Holy Spirit. Accordingly he is made known 
to us, as the Spirit of wisdom and of knowledge, of grace 
tod of hdiness, of comfort and of fellowship; who reveals 
the mind and will of God to men, — <<convinces the worid of 
sin, of righteousness, and of judgment, — ^renews whom he will 
after the image of Gk)d, and dwells in all the saints, — acts in 
concurrence with the Father and the Son in the great econ- 
omy of redemption, and carries into effect the glorious de- 
signs of divine wisdom and mercy. <<When he the Spirit of 
truth is come," says Christ, «he shall guide you into all 
truth: for he shall not speak of himself, but whatsoever he 
shall hear that shall he speak/' He shall not act by himself 
alone, but only in union with the Father and the Son. <<He 
shall glorify me; for he shall receive of mine, and shall shew 
it unto you. All things that the Father hath are mine; 
therefore said I, he sjjiall take of mine, and shall shew it unto 
you." According to the divine economy, all things pertain- 
ing to the salvation of mankind, are first the Father's, then 
the Son's, and then the Holy Spirit's, to be by him dispensed, 
agreeably to the will of all the Three. 

From this plain, scriptural view, it appears that the unity 
of the three Divine Persons is the highest and most perfect 
possible: not merely a moral union, such as exists between 
holy men and angels, but an essential oneness, such as consti- 
tutes one Godhead. If all the knowledge, and wisdom, and 
power, and goodness of the Father are also in the Son and 
in the Htily Spirit; then in their nature, in their attributes, 
in their designs, in their works, in their blessedness, in their 
^ory, they are one. They are also essentially equal, each 
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to tbe other: for all that is in the Father, is in the Son, an4 
in the Holy Spirit. What the Father is, the Son is, and the 
Holy Spiiit is; what tlie Father knows, the Son knows, and 
the Holy Spirit knows,- what the Father wiUs, the Son wills, 
and the Holy Spirit wills; what the Father does, the Son 
does, and the Holy Spirit does; what the Father enjoys, thd 
Son enjoys, and the Holy Spirit enjoys. They exist, and 
act, and ai'e blessed foreveimore, as one God. This ac- 
counts in the most satisfactory manner, for the scriptures as- 
cribing, as they do abundantly ascribe to each of the adorable 
Three, the same divine names, attributes, works, and hon- 
ours. 

In the Holy Trinity, however, though there is an essential 
equality, yet there is order, and there is subordination. 
The Father is first, the Son is second, the Holy Spirit is 
third, in order; and in i*elation especially to the great work 
of redemption,' as (he scriptures most plainly represent, the 
Son is subordinate to the Father, and the Holy Spirit, both 
to the Father and the Sen. This sufficiently accounts for the 
prcreminence which the scriptures assign to the Father, and 
from which Unitarians, and even Dr. Clark, most un- 
warrantably conclude that ^^the Father alone is the suprieme 
Crod," and that the Son and Holy Spirit are inferiour beings; 
as if there could be no such thing ^ first among equals, and 
as if stibordinatian necessarily implied intqualUy; when, to ev- 
ery person of the least reflection or observation, the contra- 
ry is manifest. This therefore might suffice for an answer 
to the hackneyed Unitarian objection, founded on such pas- 
sages of scripture as seem to import an inferiority of the Son 
to the Father: an objection which was answered in my sec- 
ond Letter, as it had been before a thousand times answered; 
but which nevertheless* you bring forward in your Remarks, 
p. 20, with an air of assurance and shout of triumph, as if it 
were fresh, and new, and absolutely unanswerable; and as if 
it were not at all incumbent on you to answer our argument, 
founded on the passages, in which the Son is represented as 
being essentially equal and one with the Father. It may be 
well however just to remark further and anew, that not only 
is the Son the second in the order of the Trinity, but, for pur 



25 

redemption, be tnade himself of no reputatlony took upon him. 
the form of a servant, and ^as made in the likeness of nuui. 
And surely it is not wonderful, that, while in his state of hu- 
miliation he appeared in fashion as a man, he should utter 
expressions, importing inequality; for as man he was une- 
qual, infinitely unequsji to Grod. 

After Dr. Clark and others, yon seem Tery fond of repeat- 
ing, that «tiie Father alone is the supreme God;^ and <<we 
dare not, we dare not,'' you earnestly say, <^iq>proach Jesus 
Christ as the only liWng, tiie only true God/' — ^There was 
occasion in old time for the serious interrogation, <<1IVW ye 
accept his Person? Will ye contend for God?" Let me entreat 
you. Sir, not to imagine, that you do honour to the Father, 
by refusing to honour the Son. The Father does not exist 
<<alone," nor is he alimt tiie supreme God. Existing in es- 
sential, inseparable union with the Son and the Hdy Spirit, 
whom he loves with infinite delight, it is only in union with 
tbem, being himself in tiiem and they in him, that he is the 
supreme God. Neither does the Son exist alone, nor is he 
separately considered, <<the only living, the only true God." 
But existing in essential, inseparable union with the Father 
and the Holy Spirit, he in them and they in him, he is flid 
living and true God,— -<<th£ true Gk)D and etebitai; 
LIFE." We therefore dare not, we dare not refuse to honour 
him, even as we honoui' the Father. The Holy Spirit also, 
in essential, inseparable union with the Father, and the Son, 
he in them and they in him, is the living, true, and supreme 
Gk)d; and being so revealed to us, there was no occasion foi* 
an express command to worship him, as there was for one to 
worship Christ in his mediatorial character. There are not 
wanting examples, however, in the scriptures of the Holy 
Spirit being religiously invoked. And in that very institu- 
tion, by which we are initiated into the christian community, 
a solemn act of woi'ship is prescribed, to be done to the Holy 
Spirit in union with the other Divine Persons. The high 
command is, ^'Go, and teach all nations, baptizing them in 
Ihe NAM^ of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Hoxt 
Sfirit. Shall men then dare to <<put asunder what are joined 

together'' in the Veiy name and nature of God! 

4 
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<<iUhrl9tiaiiity/' says the Bishop of Durham^^ whom you 
y^ry jusfly style the ^^profound Butler/' "Christianity is 
not only ah elrternal institution of natural rdigion^ and a new 
JKromulgatidh of God's general providence, as rightfeons gov- 
ernor and jodg^ of the world; but it contains also a revdatm 
of a particular dispensation cf proviiencef carrying m 
by his J^ dnd Spiritffor the recovery and salvation of mon- 
Mndf who are represented in Scripture to be in a state ofnvuf. 
And irt cohs^uence of this revelation being made, we are 
(Commanded to be bapUcoed^ not only in the name of the Fatueb, 
but also qftlis Soir, and of the HotY Ghos'T; and other obliga- 
tions of duty, unknown before, to the Son and the Holy Ghost, 
are revealed. — ^The essence of natural religion may be said 
tb consist in religious regards to God the Father Almighty; 
and the essence of revealed religion^ as distinguished from not- 
ntialpto e&nsist In religious regards to the Son and ^ JBMy 
Qhbst. Jind ike obligaiion we are under , of paying these reUg- 
ioiis rtgaitds to each of these bivine Persons respeciivdyf arises 
from the respective relations which they each stand in to us. 
How these relations are made known, whether by reason or 
revelation, makes no alteration in the case; because fke duties 
ari^ Old cfthe relaiions themselves f not out of the manner in which 
we are informed of them. The Son and Spirit have each his 
{iroper office, in that great dispensation of Providence, the 
redemption of the world; the one our Mediator, the other our 
Sanctifier. Does not then the duty of religious regards to both 
these Divine Persons as immediately arise, to the view of reason, 
out of the verynatvre of these offices and relations, as the ihward 
goodwill and 'kind intention, which we owe to our fellow 
creatures arises out of the common relation between us and 
them. K therefore Christ be indeed the Mediator between 
God and man, Le. if Christianity be true; if he be indeed our 
lard, our Saviour, and our God, — n4) one can say what may 
fallow, not only the obstinate, but the careless disregard to him 
in those high rdations.jf 

* Analogy, Part 11. Chapter I. Seo. 2. 

t *<It is the erer blessed Trinity we iayoke," says Dr. Sherlock, ^'wlfeii ve 
pray, Our Father, which art in heaven. For ss they are inseparably One God, 
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TtdSf Sir^ I deem a very sufficient apswer to wh|it you have 
6o boldly and unwarrantably objected to the worship of the 
Son and the Hply Spiritf both in the body of your HemarkSy 
page £0, and in your Note, page 44, where you take it upon 
you to gfpeak to us, as you are not a little accustomed to do, 
in the style and the tone of '<a master of Israel" as follows; 
<<We find not one passage in the scriptures commanding us 
to worship the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; not one prece- 
dent which authorizes such worship, and while we feel pur« 
sdves bound to exercise christian candour towards those who 
have adopted this form of worship," (L e, the great bp^y of 
orthodox christians in all ages!) <<we are not without sdemn 
apprehension, that, in this r^pect, they «re guilty of irrey« 
erence towards the word of God, and of preferring to it the 
commandments and inventions of men." — ^We ought doubtless 
to listen attentively to the voice of serious admonition, fix>m 
whatever quarter it may come; but I can assure you, SiTi 
I fun by no means convinced that the many thousands of holy 
men in the orthodox church of Christ, who, from the days 
«f the apostles to the present, have worsduj^d the Father, 

so they are the inseparable Objeet of our worship; since this great mystery of a 
Trinity in Unity is so plainly revealed to as, we cannot worship this one Sapreme 
God, bat we most direct oar worship to all the three Dime Persons in the 
unity of the same Grodbead; for we do not worship this one Sapreme God, an- 
less we worship Father, Son, and Holy Ghost: and therefore whether we invoke 
eaeh Person diitinetly, or pray only to God, by the name of the most Ui£;h God> 
or by the name of Father, or the Father of oonlionl Jesas Christ it is all one; 
§or Father^ Son, and Holy Ghost is the One Sapreme God, and the entire Object 
ef our worship: and whoever worships one Gqd, but not Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost, does not worship the true God, not the God of the Christians. Before 
this was so plainly revealed, it was sufficient to worship One Supreme God, with^ 
.wA any conception of the distinct Persons in the (xodhead; but when it is plainly 
revealed to us, that this One Sapreme God is Father, Son, and Hcjiy Ghost, 
whoever does not worship Father, Sen, and Holy Ghost, does not worship the 
^trae God; for the true God is Father, -Son, and Holy Ghost, and there u no God 
besides him; which I would desire our Umtariana (as diey falsely call themselves) 
.and our Deists carefully to consider. If any thing be fundamental in religion, it 
is the worship of the One true God, and if Father, Son, and Holy Ghost be this 
Oae trae God, those who worship a God, who is not Father, Son^ and Holy 
Ghost,. do not worship the true God, and thai I think is the true notion of idola- 
try. So that these men are so far from being christians, that I cannot see how 
they are worshippers of the true God: which should at least make them con- 
eerned to examine this matter with more oare and less -prejadice than they have 
a^t d9^e."^ymdicatiQn of the Doctrine of the Ti^imty. See. Vl. 
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S01I5 and Holy Spirit, have been 'Valiant for the truth 190B 
the earth,'* and ^'shone as lights in the world^' have had less 
reverence for the word of God, tlian those, who, from age to 
age, have either <<gone out from them because they were 
not of them,'' or else have laboured more ^^jnivily," to intror 
duce new doctrines, subversive of their holy faith and wor- 
ship. 

You say, p. 18, '<We do indeed object to the Trinity that 
as it is often stated, it is an unintelfigible proposition; and 
we say, that it is out of our power to believe a proposition 
of which we do not know the metmdrig/* In p. £8, you rep- 
resent the Trimty of Persons in the Go^ead, and the union 
of the Divine and human natures in the person of Christ, as 
mere ^'phrases wbich cannot be defined, which convey to 
common minds no more meaning than words of an unknown 
tongue, and present to the learned only flitting shadows of 
thought, instead of clear and steady conceptions." And ex- 
pressions to the same effect are scattered unsparingly in all 
your pamphlets, and in most Unitarian writi^ngs. The de- 
sign is obvious. 

But, Sir, do you believe no proposition of which you do 
not know the meamng? Take the propo^itioQ which you and 
other Unitarians would make the siv^ essential article of 
the christian creed: Jesv^ is the Christ, the Son oj the Vmiag 
God. Do you understaiid the meaning ojf thi^ proposition^ 
It is jdain from what has before been ei^hibited, that you do 

not. You do not know who or what Christ is: wlietiier a 

•' , . ■ ...» 

created, or an uncreated l^eing; whether a creature v;rli([{se ex; 
istence had a beginning, or a demigod, or a ^fsomeivhair* who 
existed from eternity. As littie do you know the meaning of 
the appellation, the Son of Qod. You «<carry with you in- 
deed an impression, that Jesus is the Son of God in ^ peculr 
iarly high sense," but in what sense you do not understand. 
According to your own statement then, you do not believe 
the proposition, that «< Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the Uv^ 
ing God!" Do not believe what you hold to be the single es- 
sential article of the christian faith! — ^Take another very 
simple proposition, which, though you will not allo^^r |t to be 
iBSjsential, hdds nevertheless a distinguished place in tiie 



ckiMiaii scr^ptureB: Ckrist died fir wr rifM. Of this propor 
sition you understand neith^ the s:ubject nor the predicaU* 
Concerning Christ, the subject^ as already shewn, you are in 
infinite doubt; nor do you any better understand the nieaiiL<' 
ing of the predicate, died fir our sim. That some sort of 
lieing caUed Christ, in some sense died for our sins, you 
seem to suppose; but what sort of being he is, or in -what 
sense he died for our sins, you do not know. This proposi- 
tion, then, according to your declaration, you do not believe. 
Both these scriptuml propositions, Jestis is the Christ, and 
Christ ditd fir our sms, are ^^phrases which" to your mind 
^^convey no more meaning than words of an unknown tongue^ 
and j^^esent only flitting shadows of thought instead of clear 
and steady conceptions/^ It is so also, it should seem, in re- 
gard to many, if not most oOier^ important scriptural propo- 
sitions. 

I shaB not however concede, that tiie case is the same with 
%s in regard to the Trinity. I do believe that we under- 
stand tiie meaning of the proposition, the Father, l&m, and 
JEfdji Spirit are Haru JMvine Persons in one Qod. To remove 
a stumbling-Uock out t£ the way of Unitarians, we have in- 
deed said, that we use the term, person, because we have no 
bett^ word; . and that we are not tenacious of the name, pro- 
vided we have the thing. But this accommodating concesr 
Mon you ott^npt to ridjicule. The term, pcr3cm, indeed, when 
applied to created beings, denotes an intelligent agent, whp 
faajs a separate existence. In this particular respect, we do 
not consider tlie term as ap^csdUe to the Father, Son, of 
H<dy Spirit For myself, boweirer, I has^e not the least 
difficulty in applying the term to each of the Diving 
Three. I do bdieve Hiat tJiough they have not each a 
uparate existence, but are all essentially united in one God; 
yet they arc really and truly intelligent agents, each possess^ 
ing all £vine attributes, and performing in union with the 
other txyo, aU divine woi4vS. And so far as I /can perceive, I 
have as clear an understanding of the meaning of person^ 
when «^plied to the three Divine agents united in one God, 
as when applied to angels or men, who have each a scpai'atc? 
fcxis^npe. I do not see^ nor jlo I believe that yoji oi*^ any 
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other man can shewi why tiire^ Divine Feraoi^ may not >o 
exist as to be one God^ as well as three human persons so as 
to be three men; nor why the one Grod may not exi^ in three 
Persons as well as in one. 

By no means do I admit, that we do not know the mean- 
ing of the proposition, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spiiit 
are three Divine Persons in one God. It is a proposition af- 
firming a plain matter of fact; and the matter qi fact we un- 
derstand and believe. The scriptures reveal to us the ftdora- 
ble Three, distinctly, and by name; to each of the Three they 
ascribe divine names, attributes, works, and honours; an4 
yet they assure us that Jehovah our God [ Aleim, Gods] is one 
Jehovah. From the scriptures then we learn, and under- 
stand, that there is a Father, a Son, and a Holy Spirit: that 
the Father possesses divine attributes^ and i$ ther^re God; 
ths^ the Son possesses divine attributes, and is therefore 
God; that the Holy Spirit also possesses divine attributes, 
and is therefore God; and that the divine Three so ei^^t to- 
gether as to be one God. Now what is thei*e in aU tbip 
which, as matter of faqt, we do not understand? — ^If you say 
we cannot understand how three divine Persons can so efiai 
as to be one God, that is quite another thing; a thing not 
contained in the proposition; and therefore not. necessary tp 
be understood, in order to the doctrine being understood, imd 
believed. The proposition does not pretend to declare the 
mature or manner of the union; but merely affirms the fact^ 
And this we understand, as well as you understand the sim- 
ple preposition, there is a Qod, JEbnv there can be a God, or 
hffw he exists, you do not understand. Tou may have much 
to say about self-existence, necessary being, infinity, imd 
eternity, but you comprehend none of these thinga.-T-So of 
other facts, — God is omrdpresefU; but how he is in every 
place, you do not understand. Crod isomniscient$ but how he 
know9 all things, yon do .not understand. God made tH 
woHds out of nothing; but how he made them you do not un^ 
derstand. Your soul and body are united in one man; but 
lunv they are united you do not know. You think; but ho^ 
you cannot tell. You walk; but Aow your will moves your 
iodj", you cannot explain* The s^n wai'ms the e^trt^L; hvt 
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hinc? Vegetables grow out of the ground; hew? Animals ai« 
nourished by food; how? — ^Therc is no end to this sort of 
statement and inquiry; for you do not know how any flung 
exists^ or moves^ or acts. Tou understand and you believe the 
plain matters of foct; but how things can be so^ is utterly be« 
y ond your power to comprehend. 

I do not deny^ but hare fireely admitted that there is mys- 
tery in the Trinity. The mystery^ howeyer, doea not lie in 
the matter of fkct, as stated in the proposition^ that three Oi» 
vine Persons are one Gody or that the one God exists in three 
Divine Persons; for this is revealed with sufllcient clearness. 
The mystery lies in something beyond; something not con- 
tained in the proposition; something not revealed^ but about 
^ hich there may be endless speculation without any satisfac** 
tory results. It is so with respect to every thing else. The 
being of G^d, in the simplest statement of the truth, involves 
mystery upon mystery in unlimited accumulation. Tet a 
plain unsophisticated man finds no difficulty in understanding, 
or in believing the proposition, there is a God. No more 
does he find any difficulty, in understanding, or in believing 
the proposition, that God exists in three persons. 

You may very well, therefore^ spare yourself the concern 
which you would seem to feci for common christians. The 
plain humble christian, who reads his Bible much more, and 
to much better purpose, than the wise men of the world by 
whom he is despised, findsthat inthat sacred book all divine 
attributes, works, and honours are ascribed to the Father, whd 
gave the Son to die for him; that the same divine attributes, 
works, and honours are ascribed to the Son, his adored Re^ 
deemer and Saviour; and the same to the Holy Spirit, his 
gracious Sanctifier and Comforter. He therefore under- 
stands that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three 
Divine Persons in one God: imd accordingly he believes, 
loves, and adores; undisturbed by the metapliysical and dia- 
lectical speculations, and the critical and sopiiistical subtili- 
ties of men, who, not content with the truth aa divinely re- 
vealed, bewilder themselves, and labour to involve others, in 
endless perplexities and mazes: — -just as plain men under- 
stand, believe, and act upon, other truths and facts, clearly 



32 

presented to their minds; while speculatists and philosophers, 
miable to account how things can be so^ employ theniiselves 
in raising endless difficulties and objections; until one denies 
the existence of matter, another, the existence of created spir- 
its, a third, the existence of a Gk>d, and thus between them 
all contrive to anniliilate the universe. It is as true now as 
ever it was, and as much a reason of holy thankfulness, that 
the •^things which are hidden from the wise and prudent are 
revealed unto babes/* "The meek he will guide in judg- 
ment; the meek he will teach his ways/* 

The objection of mystery, which you and other Unitarians 
are perpetually urging against tlie Trinity, might be urged, 
and has been urged, with equal reason, and with equal force, 
against all the principal doctrines of religion, both natural 
and revealed. If we are to fly before this objection, we must 
fly nctt only from orthodoxy to unitarianism, but from uni- 
tarianisni to Deism, from Deism to atheism, and from athe- 
ism to universal skepticism. If the pretensions of the «*ra- 
tional cliristian^^ to superiour wisdom, because, to avoid mys- 
tery, he denies the Trinity, are well founded; then for the 
same reason, the deist is wiser than the rational christian, 
the atheist is wiser than the deist, and the universal riceptick 
is the wisest man of all. And upon this scale, I suppose, 
. the pretensions to wisdom are actually graduated. 

<^That this is a very mysterious doctrine,** says Bishop 
Portcus, <<we do not deny; but it is not more so than many 
ether doctrines of the christian revelation, which we all ad- 
mit, and which we cannot reject without subverting the 
foundation, and destroying the very substance and essence of 
our religion. The miraculous birth and incarnation of our 
blessed Lord, his union of the human nature with the divine, 
his redemption of mankind, and his expiation of their sins by 
his death on tlie cross; — ^these are doctrines pjainly taught in 
scripture, and yet as incomprehensible to our finite under- 
standings, as the doctrine of thi*ee Persons and <Aie God. 
But what we contend for in all these instances is, that these 
mysteries, although confessedly abtyist our reason, are not 
contrary to it. This is a plain and well known distinction, 
and in the present case an incontrovertible one. No ene for 
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JGrod is contnuy to reason. We cannot^ indeed, comprelund 
iQttch a distinction in the di?ine iiatsre; but unless we know 
p^ecUy what that )isture is^ it is impossible for us to say 
that such A distinction piay not subsist in it consistent with 
its unityv^-^liet not then the mysteries of the gospel ever be % 
rock of ofence to you^ or in any degree shake the constancy 
loi yoBt laith* 'They are inseparable from any religion* that 
is suited to tiie nature, to the wants* and to thefalUH stait of 
Hvch a creature as »an.-^Laying s^ide all tlie superfluity of 
jparningy and all the pride of Imman wisdom* let us hold fast 
to the prolessioh of our faith, without wavering and without 
cavittiiig at what we cannot eomprebend. — Let us resolutely 
teat down mevy Md imagination* every high thing that ex- 
4dteth itself against the mysterious truths of the gospel; 
liringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of 
Christ, and receiving with meekness th0 ingrafted word* 
Miich is able to save our soul^^^'V' 

- No> 6ir^ \t is not for ^^tting shadows of thought,'* that 
^Ise contend^ it is for most substantial realities. It is for 
Hiiree Divine Peroons^ of illimitable per^tion and glory, 

^ 0« M^ Ut. :v»iy. Jhw J»qt, 9ir, .Oie li^^op «f Londrm id tHIs piMB«eEu 
ijiour as mQfh of the meejuies» of wiadpfn, ^nd of the spirit of the gospel, as your 
fraternity of Unitarians) who, you say, p. f&, ^'always declare that Serlpturc with 
iDfie Toice disowns the dovtrine of the TrinRy, and that of aH the fietious of theo> 
|flg;iaas, .th« doeUrbe of ^hree fiertODt in ooe iiijd has {lerhaps the least 9paiM.ie- 
p^ce (rovfi the Qible!'* 

In this codnexioD yoii have seen fit to entertain the puUick with a brief ^is> 
tory of your own mind in relation to the Trinity; in which we are presented 
with an instanse, similar to too m^jny others, <if a struggling an^ gradual defeJine 
from th« ^rin^jpdcs of an ortliodgx education: principles to whose iniSuence Dr. 
Priestly very frankly ascribes the habits of seriousness and devotion whic^ re- 
Inained with him, even after he had adopted sentiments confessedly less eondn. 
4iive 4o such habits. Dad I think it prdp^r Chos to o^rode personal history, I 
eoukl give y4>u a very difTenent acoonaL I could tel| you of one, who well remem« 
hers the day of enchanting temptation,— >when his feejL stood on slippery places, — 
when he felt himself strongly impelled to follow the ignetfaim of unitarian Illusion; 
and who devoutly hopes never to forget the gracious hand which arrested his 
eoufse, guided him back) find as he humbly trusts, fixed his feet on "a atone^ a 
trUd stone, a sure foundation.'^ But rather would I take leave to recommend 
to your very serious perusal a little book entitled The Force of Trufh. 

5 
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ivko hav<> manifested toward^) us exceeding riches of grace 
and mcrcy^ and to whom ^e owe supreme and everlasting 
love, and gratitude, anil homage. Though we cannot hy 
searching find them out unto pcrfqction; yet we can thank- 
fully i*€f eive the testimony which they have condescended to 
give us respecting themselves and one another, and humbly 
adoi-e the ineffable and incomprehensible glory which they 
have opened to our view. In the most Holy Three in One, 
we see what can never be seen in a single Divine Person: — 
we^ee a socwty, infinitely perfect and blessed. — ^When we turn 
our thoughts fi*om the Trinity to one Divine Person, inhabit- 
ing eternity in solitary existence, we find it impossible to con- 
ceive how he can be happy. We can form no conception of 
happiness without love, nor of perfect happiness where love 
has not an adequate object. . But the most exalted creatures 
are infinitely below the Deity; the whole created universe is 
as nothing in comparison with him. If then he existed in 
one solitary person, where could he find an adequate object 
of infinite love, and how could he be infinitely happy ?'^— When 
we contemplate the Trinity, a far different view is presented 
to our minds. God is xove. The three adorable Persons, 
unlimited in all perfections and excellencies, inhabit eternity 
together; dwell everlastingly in each other, in mutual, perfect, 
unmeasurable love. Thus infinitely happ.y^ themselves, they 
unitedly delight in communicating hstnrrt&ess to their crea- 
tures. Their own society of boundless love and boundless 
happiness, is the archetype and centre of that holy, and bless- 
ed, and numberless fellowship of angels and of the redeemed 
from among men, who are to be <^gathered together in one," 
around the throne of everlasting glory, with immortal joys, 
and unceasing praises.— *Call this. Sir, mystery, mysticism, 
or what you please; — ^it is a theme on which my mind dehghts 
to dwell; and which I cannot exchange for the solitary Deity^ 
and the philosopldcal heaven of Unitarians. 

y. In pp. 13, 14, and 19, of your Remarks, I find the fol- 
lowing passages. <*With respect to the atonement, the 
great body of liberal cluistians seem to me to accord precisely 
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with the author of *^Biblc New?,'* or ratlier both agree very- 
much with the profound Butler. Both agree that Jesus 
Christ, by his sufienngs and intercession, obtains forgiveness 
for sinful men, or that on account, or in consequence of what 
Christ has done and suffered, the punishment of sin is avert* 
ed from the penitent, and blessings forfeited by sin are bc« 
stowed. On the question, which is often asked, uow tlto 
deatli of Christ has this blessed influence, thoy generally 
think that tlie scriptures have given us little liglit, and that 
it is the part of wisdom to accept the kind appoii|tment of 
God, witliout constructing theories for which the materials 
must be chiefly borrowed from our own imagination/'-— <<It is 
indeed very true that Unitarians say nothing about infinite 
atonement, and they shudder wlien they hear, what Dr. 
Worcester seems to assert, that the ever blessed God suffcN 
ed and died on the cross. They reject these representations, 
because they find not one passage in scripture which directly 
asserts them or gives them support. Not one word do we 
hear from Christ or his apostles of an injimte atonement In 
not OTie solitary text is the efiicacy of Christ's death in obtain* 
ing forgiveness, ascribed to iiis being the Supreme God, All 
this i^ tiieology of man's making, and strongly marked with 
the hand of its author." — Upon these parages I have to 
remark: 

1. If there is presented to the mind of man a subject which, 
more than any other, should repress the s^ririt of haii;[^lity 
disdain and fastidious cavil, it is that of the atonement. If 
ever man should feel and sliow profound humility, tenderness, 
and reverence, it is when he approaches the cross of Him, 
who, though he thought it not robbery to be equal with God, 
yet humbled himself, and became obedient unto death. — 
However much of a spirit opposite to the meekness and low- 
liness of Christ might be deemed suitable, to give efibct to 
personal invective and popular harangue; but litt;lo pf it 
surely was necessary, in making a mere statement of your 
sentiments on the most affecting and awful of all subjects. 

2. You are not, I presume, entirely unacquainted with the 
history or the writings of tlic primitive age of the christjjiw 
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charcli. If not, you doubtless know that, in that age^ bdttr 
Pagans and Jews reproached the christians with worshipping^ 
H crucified Chd; and that the chnstinns did not shrink froBol 
the reproach^ nor think it incumbent on them to make tho 
oflfence of the cross to cease. <<Pemiit me/^ said SU Ignatius^ 
when on his way to the scene of iiis msuiiyrdont^t <<Peraiit me 
to imitate the passion, (the sufferings,) of m^f God.** — '^Cott-t 
sider the times; and expect Him who-is above all time, etemaJ^ 
invisiUe, though for our sakes made visiUe^ impalpable, and 
impassibUf yet for ti9 subjected to sufferings; endufimg aU man-, 
iter of ways for oiir salvatum^*-^Ki this you *<shudder.** Yet 
I suppose the blessed martjT^ who had been conversant With 
the apostles, and by tliem ordained a bishop, hftd skome right 
understanding of the doctrine of Christ crucified,, Yon 
**rtiudder" too at the words of Paul, in their plain and genu-, 
ine i^se. <*Who, being in the form of God, thought it not 
robbery to'be equal with God; but made himself of no repu- 
tations and took upon him the form of a servant, and vraa 
made in the likeness of nian, and being found in fashion as a 
man, hQ humbled himself and became obedient unto death 
even the death of the cro^s.'* For in these very words, I 
summed up my statement, to which you refer when you sp^ak 
of your shuddering; and more than what is expressed in 
them I have no where expressed on this topick. And yet I 
must believe that Paul as well understood the doctrine of 
Christ crucified, as any Unitarian of this enlightened age. 
This same apostle, in his pathetick address to the elders of 
Ephesus, accoiHling to our common reading, said, <<Feed the 
church of God which he hath purchased wittfhis own blood.*** 
The apostle John also, according to our common reading, 
says, <*Hereby perceive we the love of God', because he laid 
down his life for ua/'f 'f ^y various readings you might he 
justified in doubting the genuineness of the common reading 
in these passages; yet I must be allowed to deniy that your 
are warranted in the bold assurance, with which you as- 
sert that the scriptures ^ve no "support to these represei^ta-. 

t A^ts xxy 28. -^1 John iii, 1^ 
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tions." On the contrary^ I contend that the scriptures do 
represent and affirm, that the same Jesus Chiist, who is God 
us \^ell as man^ suffered and died on the cross. 

The phrase <<the ever blessed Grod suffered and died on tbo 
cross,'' is not mine, I said that we <<hold Jesus Christ to bo 
God and man united in one person, and that this one compkx 
persm suffered and diedJ* Do you perceive no difference^ 
Sir, between these two i^tements? If not, I beg you to con- 
aider the subject until you understand it, bcibi*c you again 
undeiiiake to state what I <<seem to assert" There is the 
same sort of fallacy in this representation of yours, as in that 
w bich makes us say, that <<Jesus Christ is the only living, the 
only true God."* We do not say noi;hold, that Jesus Christ 
IS the only living ^nd ti*ue God, separate from the Father and 
the Holy Spirit, So neither do we say, that the ever blessed 
God, separately from man, suffered and died^ but we do say 
that Jesus Christ, as God and man in one person^ did suffer 
$uid die. This we believe tlie scriptures most fully teach, 
and at this we verily think no christian ouglit to shudder« 
"Wo know however that this fundamental doctrine, this corner 
$tone, has always been to some a stumbling block, and in 
othei^ foolishness^ 

You seem to have a very particular antipathy to "an 
infinite atonement." This phrase again is not mine; nor 
do I know why you should introduce it in the manner 

* Of the same sort of fallacy yoa avail yourself habitually. A very striking in- 
stance of it occurs in your note, p.'46, where you take upon you to say, that **Uni- 
^nanism, besides being direeUy affirmed in particular passages, runs through the 
-^hole scriptures, appears on the whole current of sentiment and language in the 
Old and the New Testament." This imposing assertion could liave been made 
only under cover of an ambiguity. You would not venture to assert, in unequivocal 
terms, that in a single "passage" of scripture it is "directly affirmed" that there is 
but one perton in the God/iead, nor that this doctrine "runs through the whole 
scriptures," &c. But the scriptures do teach, directly in particular passages, find 
implicitly throughout, that there is but onefiodf and to tliis doctrine you here ap- 
ply the ambiguous term Utiitarianism, as if Trinitarians held to more Gods than 
pne. This, Sir, is practising, as an honest man should be very cautious of doing. 
In opposition to another assertion of yours in this same connexion, 1 should fcc| 
perfectly safe in affirming, that the doctrine of the Trinity, instead of depending; 
for support "on a small number of disconnected texts," "runs through the whole 
scriptures," and pervad«s the entire system of revealed tmth. 
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you have done, unless it were to m<ake an erroneous im- 
pression, as if the question between us w^re, whether the 
atonement was infinite. The question, however, is, wheth- 
er the death of Christ was truly and properly an atone- 
mentf — an eocpiatory sacrifice for sin. Let this question first 
be determined, and then if you please attend to the other. 
Your practice of perpetually confounding things, and varying 
and misstating the points in debate, whatever other purpose 
it may serve, certainly can serve no good purpose. 

In reply to your peremptory assertion, that ««in not one 
solitary text is the eflScacy of Christ's atonement ascribed to 
his being the supreme God," I affirm that the scriptures 
certainly do, not in one solitary text only, but ii| many pas- 
sages, and with one voice, ascribe the efficacy of Christ's 
atonement, to his divine dignity. Not to cite particular pas- 
sages, it may suffice to refer to the epistle to the Hebrews 
entire; in which the apostle 3ets out with asserting and 
proving tlie divine dignity of the Son; and then upon this firm 
basis, founds the doctrine of his high priesthood, ^n^ |us 
propitiatory sacrifice. In the course of his argument he uses 
such expressions as these: <<Such an High Priest became 
us."* "Neither by the blood of goats and calves, but by his 
own blood, he entered in once into the holy place, having ob- 
tained eternal redemption for us. For if the blood of bulls 
and of goats, and the ashes of an heifer, s{»*inkling the un^ 
clean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh; how much 
more shall the blood of Jesus Christ, who, through the eternal 
Spirit, ojfered himself withmt spot to God, purge your conscience 
from dead works to serve the living God?^*j In vain, Sir, do 
you attempt, by bold and random assertions, to escape froni 
the solemn inference, so odious to many, that we are siunersj^ 

•Heb. vii, 26. ' 

t Hcb. ix, 12, 13, U. "When the Son of God, who is one with the Father, 
takes flesh and blood upon him, and becomes God manifest in the flesh, here God 
and man are united in one complex person, and hereby we enjoy an aU-aufliGient 
Saviour, a Reconciler beyond all exception, a sacriflce of atonement, equal to the 
guilt of our trans^-essions. And so far as I can judge, it is on this acooqut one 
apostle says, "God redeemed the church with hb own blood;'* and another asserts^ 
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naturally in a taiined, condemned state; and that in ord^r te 
our salvation, there was need of sucii a pi'opitiation for our 
Bins, as the scriptures set forth in Jesus Christ crucified. 

S. "With respect te Christ's atonement, you say, the 
great body of liberal christians seem to me to accord precisely 
with the author of "Bible News,** or rather botli agi-ce very 
much with tiie profound Butler." Most devoutly. Sir, do I 
wish that we had more evidence of tliis, than that it **seems** 
so to you. Most gratefully should I rejoice to know, that 
you, and others of your liberal brethren, ideally agree, on this 
momentous point, with Bishop Butler. But why refer to this 
distinguished writer? Did you mean to make the impi*ession 
that your orthodox opponents here materially differ from him? 
The ti*uth is, that my statement of the doctrine of atonement, 
is so exactly in agreement With his, that my readei*s might be 
ready to suppose, that when making it, I had his book open 
before me. I wish you had seen fit to quote him at large, 
and recommend his sentiments to your readers. As you have 
not done it, I will take leave to make a quotation. 

Alter a very lucid and forcible ai*gumeut to shew the rea- 
sonableness and credibility of the doctiine. Bishop Butler 
proceeds to say,"^ "The pai'ticular manner in which Christ 
interposed in the redemption of the world, or his office as 
mediator in the largeist sense between God and man^ is thus 
represented to us in the scripture. *He is the light of the worlds 
the revealer of the will of God in the most eminent sense. 

**Htrehy perceive -we the tove of God, that he hid down hit life for us." And I do 
not yet see suffieient reason why that expression of St. Paul may not be referred 
to in the same sense, <'Uow much moi'e shall the blood of Jesus Christ, who through 
the eternal spirit offered himself without spot to God, purge your conscience," 
&e. If the eternal Spirit signify the divine nature or Godhead, which dwelt bodily 
in the man Jesus, then the dignity of his complete person is made the foundation of 
the value of his blood. This dignity of the Godhead which was personally united 
to the man who suifered, sprciids an infinite value over his sufferings and merit: 
And tills renders them equal to that infinite guilt and demerit of sin, which would 
have extended the punishment of man to everlasting ages. The infinite dignity 
of the pei*8on suffering answers to the infinite dignity of the person offended, and 
80 takes away the necessity of the everlasting duration of it." Watts's Sensont 
on Atonement. 

• Analogy, Part 11. Chap. V. Sec. 6. 
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tift IS A pHoPiTiAtoRlr sAcuntE;'^ iht Lamb of 6tfdjt 
ami »s he voluntmly offered himself up, he is l^tjled mil' 
liigii priest4 And^ which seems of peculiar weighty he is de? 
scribed before hand in the Old Testament^ under the same 
character of a priest, and Air sxPiato&t rjCTiitL§ And 
w hereas it is objected, that all this is merely bjr way of allu^: 
sion to the sacrifices of tl^e Mosaick law$ the apostle on thf 
contrary affirms, that the law was a shadow of good thingB 
to comCf and not thB very image of the things^ and that tht 
priests that offer gifts according to Hit law^^erve vmio the ea> 
n^mpU arid shadow of luavenly things, as J^losss was adnwn^ 
ished of Goa^ when he was about to make the tabtmade. Fot 
see 9 saith he 9 tliat thou make aU things according to the pattern 
shewed to thee in tlie mount;*^ u e. the Levitical priesthood was! 
a shadow of the priesthood of Christ, in lil^e mantier as the 
tabernacle made by Moses, was according to that shewed 
iiim in the mount. The priesthood of Christ and the taher.< 
iiacle in the mount, were the originals; of tiie former of which 
the Levitical priesthood Was a type, and of the latter the tab^ 
crnacle made by Moses was a copy* The doctrine of this 
epistle then plainly is, that the legal sacrifices were aUvsions to 
the great and final atonement; to he made by the blood of 
Christ; and not that this was an allusion to those. Nor 
can any thing be more express or determinate than the follow^ 
ing passage. It is not possible that the blood of buUs and ofgoaii 
should take away sin. WhereforCf when he conteth into tht 
world he saUk^ sacrifice and offerings i. e. of bulls, and of 
goats, thou wouldst not, but a body hast thou prepared me. — Lo 
I come to do thy will, God.-^Sy which wiU we are sanctifUdf 
through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for oit'^ff 
And to add one passage more of the like kind* Christ was 
once offered to bear the sins of many, and unto them that look fof 
him shall he appear the second time, without siBi i« e* wiOifut 

• Rom. ui, 25, an<l v, It. I Cor. v, 7. Eph. v, 2. 1 John ii, 5, 
t John i, 29, 36, and throughout the hook of Reyelfltion. 
i Throughout the epistle to the Hebrews, 

§ Isa. liii. Dan. ix, 24. Ps. ex, 4. 1 Heb. x, 1. 

♦• Heb. TiJi, 4, 5. tt H«h. X, 4, S, 7, l», 1p. 
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WBARHTQ SIN AS HE DID AT HIS FIRST COMING/ BT BBIKG 

AN OFFERING FOR iT^ without having our iniquities again 
laid upon him^ without being any more a sin qfferii^q; unto 
them tiiat look for Mm sJudl lie appear tlie second thMf without 
sin unto salvation.^ Nor do the inspired wiitei'S at all con- 
fine tliemselves to this manner of speaking concerniiig the 
SATISFACTION of Christ, but doclai*e a^ efficacy in what lio 
did and suffered^ additional to^ and beyond, mere instruction, 
example and government, in great variety of expression.''— 
The Bishop in this connexion proceeds to quote neai*ly 
thirty texts, many of which are the very same which are 
quoted in my Second Letter, to shew that we have redemp^ 
tion, the forgiveness of sins through the death of Clu'ii^t, as 

AN l&JLyiATOnY SACRIFICE, 

J repeat it, Sir,— most gratefully should I rejoice to know, 
that you and your liberal brethren agree with Dr. Butler in 
these ortliodox views of the atonement But, 

4. It is to be lamented, that you have thought it necessary 
to take especial care, not to leave the matter in a general, un- 
qualified reference to Butler; but proceed to qualify, until 
you fritter the doctrine to atoms, and scatter it in the wind. 
"Both agree, you say, thj^t Jesus Christ, by his sufferings 
and intercession, obtains forgiveness for sjnful men, or that 
rni account, or in cqnsec^uenci; of what Christ Ii^s done 
and suffered, tlie punishment of sin is averted from th^ peni- 
tfintf and blessings, forfeited by sin, are bestowed." Such ai'e 
the ambiguous words which you delight to use. Undoubt- 
edly, Sir, when penning this studied sentence, you were per- 
fectly aware, that Unitarians of the lowest class, even such 
as make Jesus Christ a mere fallible and pecc^ible man, and 
utterly discard, and irreverently ridicule the doctrine of 
atonement, would make no difficulty of giving to this repiT- 
sentation their general assent. They would i^eadily admit, 
that, *Hn conseqmnce of what Christ has done and suffered, 
the punishment of sin is averted fi*om tlie penitent, and bless- 
ings, forfeited by sin, are bestowed;" as, with equal readi- 
nesfs, and in the same sense, they would admit, that the same 
benefits are conferred, in consequence of what Paul and other 

• Hcb. xxviii. 
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good men b&vc done and sufTercd. — But is (his, fihv <^agM* 
ing very much with the plx)fi>und Butler!'** 1 dce|lly regi^ 
to say, tliat I can see iri this statenient very little eVideinbe of 
a true belief in the atonement. At any rsttc, whelhet yw 
believe in the atonement in any pr<iper sense, or not, it l^la^ 
mentably manifest, not fi'om this passage only, but fltim mo- 
form representations throughout your three pfUipblef^ fiiid 
you consider the atonement as comparatively unimpottah^ 
and hold that men who utterly reject it, may tievertti^kM bo 
very good christians. 

There is a wide diffelHince between ftckadWledging Jcsw 
Christ, merely as a piH>phet and a preacher of righteousness, 
who laboui-ed, interceded, and died, to impart, to confirm^ 
and to impress divine instruction, that liieii might be itidiiceA 
to repent and trust in a nierciful God for pardon and eternal 

* It is agreeing,! acknowledge} very nmch with the popular Prtee, whom pMsSMf 
you had in your eye as your model, and who in a Sermoa, lately^^repuhUshed with 
the high imprimatur of the liheral party, says, <'Gi?e me hot the fact, that Chriit 
is the resurrection^ and the life^ and exflaiit it as yov will. Give me bot 
this single troth, that eternal life »> the gift of God through Jesut Chri9t tuf 
JLord and Saviour^ and I shall be perfectly easy with respect to the eotitnupy 
opinions which are entertained about the dignity of Christ; about his nature, per- 
son, and offices; and the Aianner in which he saves us. Call him, if you please* 
simply a mp-n, endowed with extraordinary powers; or eaU him a superang^ck 
being, who appeared in human nature for the purpose of accompliahing oar sat 
vatioii; or say, (if you can admit a thought so shodUngly absurd!) that itwMthe 
second of ihree co-equal persons in the Godhead, forming one person Hrlth a ha- 
mau soul, that came down from heaven and suffered and di^ ob the ertei: dij^ 
that be 'saves us merely by being a messenger from God to reveal tQ as eUmal tife^ 
and to confer it upon us; or say on the contrary, that he not only reretUa to as 
eternal life, and confers it upon us, but has obtained it for ua by oflTerfng bimaelf 
a propitiatory sacrifice on the cross, and making satis^tioa to. the juftkCe of the 
Deity for our sins: I shall think such differences of little moment, providied the 
fact is allowed, that Chnst did rise from the dead, and will raise us from the dead; 
and that all righteous penitents will, through God*s grace in him, be accepted and 
made happy for cver.'*T-Sa then it is **of very little moment,'* whether we wor- 
ship Christ as God, or regard him only as a mere man;-— whether we reec^jniae Ui 
death as a propitiatory sacrifice for our sins, or only as one instance among many 
of mere tnartyrdom; — whether with bleeding hcails we come to his eitisa, ham- 
biy relying on the merits of his* death for pardofi and life, or trust in onraelvea that 
wc are <*righteous penitents!" Qy no dread of reproach can I be deterred from 
declaring, that neither the name nor the popularity of Dr. Price, nor of any other 
maa or society of raeu, ought to protect sentiments like these from the dendcd 
roprebation of every person w(ho bows at the name of J^ws, or hopes for aaJiTilioit 
thi^u^h faith in his blood. 



lijS^ md believing on hiiii» not oiAj tis a propket and a 
^readwrf ^irt «lsp as oar gre^t Higb Prieajt* by who^e blood 
ym hftW jTfideinptiDm I^VW tbe fiNrgiv^qiess <rf sins, and our 
9we»ty9 ivbp ^ tbie end of the law for righteouimess unto every 
one th^it beUeVcth on bUn» Tliis is a main, a radical point 
lietween ibe orthodox and Unitai*iau3« You acknowledge 
fewn m a prppiKejt and a preacher of righteousness, and make 
Mcb an acknowledgement of hjm essential to' the christian 
names but bis {>riestiiood and sui'ctyship, with his pi'opitiatory 
sacrifice:, Itnd vicarious righteousness, you eitjier deny, or 
bold to be non-essentisd and of little importance. A mere 
man^ for aught that jsipiiears, might hare been autlioi'ized and 
inspired to do ajl which Je^us did in the way of revealing, 
preax^hing^ and attesting the mind and will of God, for tlic 
in.struction of mankind; indeed Paul did more in tliis way 
than Jesus in person did; and so long as you hold this to be 
^H which was essential to our salvation, it is not strange that 
yQu do not see it necessary that the Saviour shouhl be God 
las w ell ais man. 

But, Sir, do not llie tscriptures dwell infinitely more on 
Christ's office as priest, than on bis office as prophet? Was 
It not to him, chiefly as the pcent High Priest, who by the 
one offeripg of himself was to obtain eternal redemption for 
IIS, that the Mosaick economy entiiT^ and all the instituted 
Baciificcsy from the be^nning of the w(nid to his incarnation, 
looked as their antitype? Did not his harbinger John pub* 
Jickly announce him as the Lamb of Oud tlmt taketh away 
the sin (^ ilie world? Was not salvation by his death, as a 
propitiation for sin, the buitlen of apostolick preaching? Was 
it not the express design of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
at large, to establish his priesthood* and the necessity and 
efficacy of his sacrifice? And do not tbe scriptures most 
abundantly i^present, that the faith which it requires of us, 
is not merely an assent to his dirine instructions, but also 
and especially a fiducial trust in his atoning blood? 

By what authority then can any one either deny the atone- 
ment, or represent it as doubtful, or of little importance. When, 
the scriptures so constantly insist on the propitiatory sacri- 
iice of our great High Priest, and so directly found upon it 
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tlic doctrine of justification unto life, and all the immotiai 
hopes of man; who can be authorized to set this foundation 
aside, or represent it as not essential to the christian faith? 
When, from the day the Saviour was promised, it was onlj 
by sacrifice, typical of the great and final atonement to he 
made by him, that fallen men were allowed to draw near to 
God, and without shedding of hlood tliere was no remission; 
are we now, since the Saviour has come, and the atonement 
has been made, — are we now to be taught that the fact of 
the sacrifice is doubtful, that the truth of it is unimpoi'tant, 
that faith in it is unnecessary, and tliat, if we please, we may 
utterly reject it, and boldly, and without guilt or danger, ap- 
proach the holy God, trusting in ourselves a& <^righteous 
penitents!'* 

If it is not necessary to believe in Christ's priestly office 
and work, why is it necessary to believe in him as a prophet 
and messenger of God? If we may innocently and safely deny 
his death to be propitiatoryf why may we not, with equal 
innocence and safety, deny his instructions to be divined 
Many who have denied revelation altogether, have neverthe- 
less acknowledged the pre-eminent excellence of the character^ 
and of the instructions of Jesus: and have been men of dis- 
tinguished talents, and of exemplary morality. Why is not 
this sufficient? If they acknowledge the morality of the gos- 
pel to be exceUent, and hold the necessity of repentance of aB 
sin, and of a life conformed to the principles of righteousness 
and virtue; why is it necessary for them to believe that Jesus 
and the apostles were divinely commissioned and inspired? — 
Is not the difference between deists of this description and 
nnitarians vastly less, than between unitarians and orthodox 
christians? Such deists agree with unitarians in acknowledg,- 
ing Jesus as the most excellent of all teachers; both profess 
to reverence his instructions; both hold the necessity of re- 
pentance and a good life; both believe that '^righteous peni- 
tents'* will be saved from <<the punishment of sin,** and re- 
ceive from a God of infinite goodness and mercy the reward 
of everlasting life; and both agree in rejecting the propitiato- 
ry sacrifice of Christ, and in refusing to trust for pardon and 
salvation in the. vicarious merits of his death. — ^They arc 
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H^tdt to each other,— ^next door neighboui^. — But bc^tMcoit 
them both and orthodox christians tiie disrtance is gi*eat. 

• 

If in any case, a surety , or a substitute is proposed on one 
party and not accepted or consented to on tiie other, the pro- 
posal in that case fails, and the debtor, or tlie offender is still 
answerable solely in his own person* God proposes Christ 
erucified to us as our surety, our substitute, ourpi*opitiation: 
it is by faith in him, as thus set forth, that we consent to the 
proposals If we acknowledge Christ as our surety, our sub- 
stitute, the propitiation for our sins, and believe on him as 
such, we consent to God's gracious proposal, and there is a 
settled, a fixed agreement or covenant between him and us^ 
an agreement or covenant respecting the cancelling of our 
sins, our renewal after the image of God, and tlie entire con- 
cern of our eternal salvation. If we do not thus acknowl- 
edge and believe on Christ, but deny and reject his propitia- 
tory sacrifice; the momentous propasal fails as to us: we 
arc without a surety, without a ransom for our souls, with- 
out the benefit of a propitiation; and must stand at the bar of 
the righteous Judge solely upon our own personal footing! — 
<<If I forsake the gosjiel of Christ and his atonement for sin, 
whither shall my guilty conscience fly to find a better relief. — 
Nature shews me no way to recompense the justice of Grod 
for my innumei*able sins. Nature shews me notliing which 
God will accept in the room of my own perfect obedience, or 
in the room of my everlasting punishment. If I leave thee, 
O Jesus, whither shall I go? Thy sufferings ai^e the spring 
of my hope of pardon, and my eternjil life depends on th}- 
painful and shameful death. — O may I ever maintain a con- 
stant exercise of faith on tlie Son of God as my great High 
Priest! May I keep up a lively and delightful sense ottlie aU- 
siiffiderictj of his atonement upon my spirit, that this, which is 
the glory of my religion^ may also be the daily life of my soul. 
— Let me call to mind the solemn seasons of transaction be- 
tween Christ and my soul. Have I not resigned myself to him 
as an all-sufficient Saviour, to deliver me both from the guitt 
and the power of every sin? Have I not trusted in the bloqd ^ 
his atonement^ and felt the quickening power of his Spirit as the 
fruit of his blood? Has ho not raised me to a new liCf?-^I 
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would ris^e to join with the blessed acclamations, tlte tioly 
songs of the saints on high, while they behold their exalted 
Saviour. How sweet their songs! How loud their acclama- 
tions! This is the man, thb God-man who di£o you meF 
This is tiie glorious Person; the Lamb or Gi>Df who wash- 
KD ME FROM MT sixs IV HIS owif blood!*'*— Such, Sir, are 
the sontiments, inspired by faith in the atoning blood of 
of Clirlst. Where do we find sentiments like these, uttered 
by a Unitarian. We hear much of their <<talents'' and their 
"Icaini ng,*' their "purity** and their- "virtues;** butlittle«w 
but nothings— off Aeir glorying only in the cross (four Lord Je* 
sus Christ-^A. true believer in Christ's atonement never wiD, 
never can consider it, or represent it as doubtful or unim< 
|K)rtant; nev(>r will or can admit any other foundation of 
hope for fallen mankind. 

VI* After stating what "seem** to you to be the prevalent 
sentiments of tlie liberal party, you are pleased to say, p« 
14, "My motive for making the preceding statement, is no 
other than a desire to contribute whatever may be in my 
power to the peace of our churches. I have hoped that by 
this representation, some portion of the charity which has 
been expressed towards Dr. Clark, and the author of "Bible 
News,** may be extended towards their Unitarian brethren; 
and that thus the ecclesiastical division which is threatened 
may be averted." This may be considered as the basis of 
tlie fervid rhapsodies and inflammatory harangues^ with which 
your subsequent pages are filled; and in which to a degree 
seldom suqiassed, you have shewn youraelf violent for charity, 
and "fierce for moderation;** and« with little restraint, have 
appealed to passions and prejudices to which a wise man, en- 
gaged in a good cause, would scarcely, in the most desperate 
extremity, refer for a decision, or apply for aid. In the course 
therefore of my remarks, in relation to this passage, I shall 
liave occasion to take notice of the most important of the 
many exceptionable things, which in your varied strains of 
declamation you have so copiously poured forth. 

* Wtttt^— Sermon o& Atonemeat, 
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Charity ought undoubtedly to be extended to-every class of 
Unitarians^ and to all men. But what is chabity? It is love — 
holy love: — such as the everlasting Father manifested^ when 
he gave his Son for the redemption of our ruined race; such 
as Jesus Christ displayed^ when he <<bore our sius in his own 
body on the tree/* and <<tastcd death for every man;'* such 
as the apostles exhibited^ when they made a voluntary sacri- 
fice of every eaiiihly consideration) for the sake of bringing 
men to the knowledge and acknowledgement of the truth, 
that tliey might be saved. But with all his infinite love, 
God has never regarded the errours of mankind as either inno- 
cent or safe; but with awful majesty has borne his decided 
testimony against them^ and declared that the chUdren of 
men have all gone aside, that destruction and misery ^"e in 
their ways, and that lie will bring to nought the Wisdom of 
this world, Jesus Christ also, though possessed of the same 
infinite love, has solemnly testified, tliat <<men love darkness 
rather than light, because their deeds are evil;'' tliat «tho 
world hates both him and bis Father;" — hates also his true 
followers, <<hecause they are not of the world, but be has 
chosen them out of the world.*** And he exercised perfect 
chanty when he said, <<Wo unto you, scribes, and pharisees, 
hypocrites! for ye shut up the kingdom of heaven against 
men; for ye neither go in yourselves, nor suffer tliem that are 
entering to go in.— «Ye build the. tombs of the prophets and 
garnish ttie sepulchres of the righteous, and say. If we had 
been in days of our fathers we would not have been partakers 
with them in flie Mood of the prophets.''! — "Ye ait5 of tho 
world.---.lf ye believe not that I am he, ye shall die in your 
»lns.":j:^^It was in the spirit of pure and fervent clumty, that 
the devoted apostle of Uie Gentiles so solemnity avenged: <<I 
say the truth in Christ, I lie not, my conscience also bearing 
me witness in the Holy Gliost, that I have groat heaviness 
and continual soirow in my heart. For I could wish thai 
myself were accursed flrom Christ, for my brethren, my kins* 
men according to the flesh, who are Israelites.** — "For 1 bear 
them recoitl that they have a zeal of God, but not according 

» John iii, 19; y'A, 7i xr, 17, 18, 24. t Matt x»ii, 13—33. ^ John viii, C t 

s 
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to knowledge. For tlicy being ignorant of iprod^s i'ighteo«s»- 
nesBf and going about to establish their own righteousness* 
bftTe not submitted themselves unto the righteocisness of 
God."^ In the same chai*itable spirit, he said to the Gala- 
tians, "I marvel that ye are so soon removed from him that 
called you into the grace of Christ, unto another gospel: 
^hich is not another: but there are some that trouble you 
land would pervei-t the gospel of Christ.*' — <'0 foolish Gala* 
tians, who hath bewitched you, that ye should not obey the 
truth." <<1 would that they were even cut off that trouble 
you.*'f And in the same holy love, he declared to the Corin- 
thians, "We preach Clirist crucified, unto the Jews a stumb- 
ling block, and unto the Greeks foolishness;'*:^ — exhorted the 
Romans, "Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them which 
cause divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine which 
ye have learned, and avoid thcm;"§ — ^warned tlic Colossians, 
"Beware lest any man spoil you tlirough philosophy and vain 
deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the 
world, and not after Christ;*'^ — and charged Timothy, <*to 
war a good warfare, holding faith and a good conscience, 
which some having put away, concerning faith have made 
shipwreck. Of whom," he says, "ain$ Hymeneus and Alex- 
ander, whom I have delivered unto Satan, that they may 
learn not to blaspheme."** — The disciple also, whom Jesus 
loved was in the exercise of the most enlarged and elevated 
charity, when he wrote as follows: "Little children, there aret 
many antichrists:^ — but ye have an unction from the Holy 
One, and ye know all things^ I have not v^rritten unto you, 
because ye know not the truth; but because ye know it, and 
that no lie, [no false doctrine] is of the truth."— ^^Beloved, 
believe not every spirit; but try the spirits whether they are 
of God; because many false prophets are gone out into the 
world. — ^They arc of the world; therefore speak they of the 
world, and tlie world heareth them. We are of God: he that 
knoweth God heareth us. Hereby know we the spirit of 
truth and the spirit of crrour." — "Whosoever transgresseth 
and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He 

• Rom. ix, 1-4; x, 2, 3. f Gal. i, 6—9; iU, 1; v, 12. + I Cor.i, 23. 

§ Rom. xvl, 17. ^ Ci>l. ii, 8. *• I Tim. i, 18— 3Q, 
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that abideth in the doctrine of Cbrist^ he hath both the Fatii- 
er and the Son* If there come any unto you, and bring not 
this doctrine;, receive him not into your house, neither bid 
him Grod speed; for he that biddetb him God speed, is par- 
taker of his evil deeds/'* 

This, 3ir, is genuine — divine charity:— ^^harity, which can 
discern between truth and errour; which rejoiceth in th« 
truth, and in the light, the happiness, and the holy fellowship 
fit those who embrace aqd obey it; and, while it rejects and 
condemns errour, deejdy deplores the dfirkness, the danger, 
and the delusive cpinmunion of those who yield to its fs^ina- 
tions, and ardently desires and seeks their conviction and 
salvatioi|:-<-^which adores the Lord Jesus with a reverence too 
holy to trifle, with his sacred institutions, and regards all men 
with an affection too benevolent to cheer them in the ways of 
destruction* Yes, genuine cliarity rejtnceUi in tlie truth. It 
is essentially love of trjith; and it regards God and Christ, 
saints and sinnci*s, all beings and things, according to truth* 
It delights in truth as the foundation of all pure religion, 
genuine virtue, and substantial happiness; — as of the first im- 
portance to the essential and everlasting interests of mankind. 
In all ages of the world, therefore, it has been the grand eff 
foil of charity to convince men of their errours, to rescue 
them frpm their delusions, and to bring them to the knowledge 
of t|)§ truth. In tliis arduous work, it has Endured the con- 
tradictions and i^proaches, the unappeasable resentments 
an4 varied persecutions, of the en*ing, and proud, and ad- 
verse world. The palms and crowns, which distinguish the 
hosts of holy martyrs bef<»*e fiieihrone of God and the Lamb, 
were all wop by the labours, ^d sufferings, and conflicts of 
charity, in maintaining, defending, and propagating tlie truth 
upon the earth, 

, How different from tliis, in its nature and in its labours, is 
the misnamed charity for wliich you contend; — a charity 
which is fondly indulgent to all errour, and inimical only to 
the ti'uth; which consists in thinking or admitting that men 
jnay be good and acceptable in the sight of God, though they 
utterly i*eject the gosp^ as a "cunningly devised fable,'* and 

• IJoUn ii, 18^27; iii, 1—G; 2 John 0—11 
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•vght to be held in christian feUcrvrsbq), if tli|^ orllf nrliro^* 
edge that "Jesus is ^e Christ/' though they dtsbeKeyej^aild 
contemn every essential docti^ine of eftristiaAity. T%to spu- 
rious cfiarity, it ought to be distinctly ifdted| Amy bt ppilseaj'^ 
ed, in its utmost extent, by the most unholy mdii^ h(y infidels' 
of erei'y species of disbeHef^^by Kberti^s of ^ejl*y degree of 
licentiousness. It is an indisputable fect^ tbift tft6 <ypto scof- 
fers at religion, the "loTcrs of their own selt^d^^ flke <«prottd/^ 
<he <*lasphemep$,"' the ^wcovetous/^ the <«fi*J»cl5,*^ t%i6 <*desf iS- 
er» of them that are good/^ can Shew aid much of tU^, ^T^ ^ 
charity, and clamour as Kmdty fgrir it, aH tli6 V^ry besf of yo«r 
liberal christians. Listen to the pggaQ writei^ Iritb whonl 
the primitive christians had to conlendrr-^ tb^|i^*thini:^rsi^ 
deists, and atheists of modertt iimc^^^-^to the Unruly anA 
Yain-talkers,** th^ <<murmurers aiid coctiplaiiiers,'' ^^ho ^spealt 
evil of things that they understand tiot,'' aiid uttci* «grc«! 
swelKng words of vaijiity:*'— all these, whil^ they strenuously 
oppose all the eQbrts of holy love^ both divine and human, to 
reclaim men fi*om ^the errour 6f theil" ways unto flie wisdom 
of the just;" yet with one toice ery out for charify a^td liber- 
ality, denounce christians as so ifncharitable and yiibersd as t(9i 
deserve tljie execration of tlie wdrld^ and charge upbii thetii all 
the guilt Qf all the divisions, contentions, and perseelitions, oi 
which truth ai^ religion have bees innpcently the occasion^ 
<<Are we blind also?" was indigi^antly siiid by some of thci 
mastci^ of Israel to the. great Teacher from heaven, wh(», 
wouW have *<gaided their feet inta fl^c way of peacew** To 
the inspired apojtftles^ to the successive iiiiniaters of Christ,^ 
and to otbci*s who have beeti tsdiant for tbp trtith tipbn thb 
earth, similar language has., b^p used, and with a simi]a^ 
spirit, in every succeeding ^e* Tbe pride of maii revolts at 
the imputation of errour, and th^ passions take fire toreveng^ 
the alleged insult. To compos^ an^ pi^vent flic stHfe, <<the 
wisdom of this world" has devised and proposed^ that all re- 
ligious truth ^hbuM be held as matter of. mere opinionr^ihsit 
all religious opiriions should be entitled to e(}ual f^votir^ — ^that 
t'he acknowledgement of this title should be called dionfjf,—' 
and that this charity should be regarded and inculcated as the 
f i^coce and sum of religion. Were this comnact universall]^ 
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WQpted 4iQd caiTted intb effect, tbe world, it is imagiBad^ 
^ould be aettlod ia piillennlal tranquiUity, and men would b^ 
lefty without inoiestetion, to £pllow their own opinions^ to 
wor^Mp tkeip* own |^s, aud to paste on to tlieii* final state ia 
i^icirown ciiose^ wa^fs. AU tlierefore who dissent, arc to be 
^regarded as covlflioA eAemies,]]iincharitable, iUiheral, bi^otted 
fj^natid&s^— r^e^ who would turn the woi'ld up.<iide down, and 
gainst whom chfkritjf cialls for a combination of M classes 
afiA pemuajupiiB* ^Tbe system," you say, ^of excluding from 
tituistiUiM fejilowQbip m.en of upright lives^ ^n accoutd ^ their 
4qAid0n^r^rifiee8»fiviiy genet^ates perpetual discoitl in the 
cfaim^.-— TbM9 ti^e wars of christians wJU be pei'pctual. 
Soever wi^i tbere be peace, untU christianii agree to differ, and 
Sigx^e to look for tbe evidences of chi'istian chai'actcr in thu 
temper ai^ the life:" that id) without xiogard to tkith or disbo- 
liefc P^gps 31— S* 

Siicli, ^» is the clw*it>' for which you contend, which you 
r!je^pve$ienl^ as iBCO^iparably more excellent than faitli, and to 
which yo4i m^e eq ordinary pn^tensious. But, high as your 
2>ret<^ii^iis ape^ yoa are ecii{(sed in tliLs {larttcular, by deistd 
fl|id n^hei^tsiy by iM^ofiers and Ubertines^ 

You m^vp^ to h& aware^ that the apostles were not entirely 
Hi tbis syj&teifu Yfm desire, howe^'er, that we may "never 
fprget iiidk tbe a]>09t]ed were inspired men, capable of mark- 
ing out with unerring certainty Uiose who Substituted another 
gospel for tbe true," p. 27; Iti thi^ desire I cordially unite 
with you* It ought certainly never to be forgotten, that they 
wore ins^r)^ xs^i; and as little should it be forgotten, that 
by. excluding from fellowship "those, who substituted another 
gospel for thjB true," they made it as certain as tlie high au^ 
tjiority of inspjbr^tio^ could taiake it, tliat those who do rej<^t 
the true g<^p<^l and embrace another, bow^ever their tefnpers 
and lives may appear^ kve not tntitled to the privileges of 
cjiristian Communipn. This point then is decisively settled* 
. But yott wiU say, who can now pretend to inspiration, and 
who, witiioiiit this ^ft) has a right to decide what the true 
gospel is, and what is another. "Show us their [the apostles] 
successoi^ and we wifl chewfuUy obey them." Much is to be 
^nd to this effect in all your pamphlets: importing that no 
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utiiiispu*cd man can know^ nor has a right to decide^ what the 
true doctrines of the gospel are^ or what are false doctrines; 
and charging with an arrogant assumption of ^infallibility/' 
those, who profess any assurance or certaintyy that, in their 
articles of faith, or their "opinions,*' they are right. This 
indeed seems to be the very basis of your system. ^ 

Is it however 90, that no uninspired man-can know, nor has* ^ 
a right to judge what the true gospel of Christ is? For what 
purpose then were the apostles and the prophets before them 
inspii*ed7 Was it merely for their own benefit? or at most for^ 
theirs, and the benefit of others of their own times? For what 
purpose then were the revelations which were communicated 
to them, committed to writing, and transmitted with so much 
care to succeeding generations? Of what use are the scrips 
tures, if no uninspired man can know with any certainly what 
are the doctrines contained in them? — ^The celebrated Hume 
has asserted, that miracles could be of no use, as attestations 
to a divine revelation, excepting to such as were eye-wit- 
nesses of them^ because no other persons coidd have sufficient 
evidence of the facts. But I believe that even that gigantick '. 
adversary of the gospel never went so far as your argument ' 
goes: never undertook to assert that a divine revelation, 
though well attested, could never make any doctrine or truth 
certain, excepting to inspired men; because no other persons 
could ever know with any certainty what doctrines or truths 
arc revealed. Had he lighted upon this discovery, he would 
have found an argument against revelation, incomparably 
more available than any which he has urged; an argument 
which, if correct in its premises,* must be decisive in its con- 
clusion: for unquestionably a God of infinite wisdom and 
goodness would never communicate a revelation to the world, 
lor the instruction and faith of uninspired men, if none but 
the inspired could understand it, or attain to any certainty 
in i*egard to its doctrines. Upon tins Unitarian principle, 
inspiration, to answer its purpose, must be continued through- 
out all ages; just as Hume contended that miracles must be. 

This point demands very particular attention, for it is the 
very lunge on which the question respecting fdlowship turns. 

et it then be again distinctly xioted^ that you have found 
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yotirself compelled to concede, tliat the inRpired apostles did 
exclude firom fdlowship those who einbi*aced another ^ospcU 
or doctanipi or (pinions subversive of the gospel of Christ. 
This establishes the principle decisively, that it would be 
ri^t to separate from such now, could it only be determined 
what the gospel of Christ is, and what another gospcL But 
this, yott contend, no uninspii'ed man or body of men has a 
right to determine. The Unitarian system, as set forth by 
Mr. Belsbam, is clearly opposite, in every essential point, to 
the orthodox system. Yet no uninspired man has a nght to 
determine, which of these two opposite systems is the tru« 
gospel; no one has a right to pronounce *either of them false! 
And, therefore, the believers in either of them have no right 
to separate from the belie vera in the other! — If it be i-eally so, 
then let us hear no more of the great Protestant principle, that 
the scriptures are a sufficient rule of faith; for instead of being 
a sufficient rule, they are no rule at all. They do not enable 
or warrant us to decide between ti^'o systems, fimdamentally 
and diametrically opposite, which is true, or whether both of 
them are false. li¥hat the gospel of Christ is, no unmspircd 
man can tell. If any undertake to determine, and to pi*o- 
nounce an opposite system anotlier gospel, they are to be re- 
garded as illiberal and uncliaritable men, <<proud and an*o- 
gant'* pretenders to "infallibility," ignorant "bigots,'* and 
edious "persecutors.*' 

The question respecting fellowship or separation certainly 
resolves itself into this point. If the scinptures are a suffi- 
cient rule of faith, if from them uninspired men can know 
what the doctiines of Christ are, or what the ti'ue gos])el is; 
then they have apostolick, divine authority for withdrawing 
and withholding fellowship fi*om those, who reject the true, 
and embrace another gospel. If the scriptures are not a suffi- 
cient rule of faith; if no uninspired man can know what the 
gospel of Christ is; then the "faith of christians is vain, and 
our preaching aKo is vain;" and we have yet to wait, in 
^oomy uncei*tainty, in dismal darkness, until God in his 
jsovereign goodness shall again bless the world, or soiqo por- 
tion of it, with the gift of inspiration. 



I'his cai'dliiid question of the sufficieiicj of the scripiuitil 
buglit to be considered, as having been long Since deciaively 
settled. It is one of the principal questionig whi<j^ was ar*, 
dently debated, more thati two hundred years ago^ betwe^ 
the Protestants and Pa|iists^ and it was Httle to have been 
expected that^ at this time of day, professed Protestants 
would entrench themselves upon the ground^ 41s Unitarians 
actually hate doiie^^ from which the Papists have been so 
triumphantly driven. It is however a most striking instsuice 
of tilt tneetifig of opposite ea)tremesi Upon this tppick, I caji 
bai*dly do better^ than to pi*e8ent the following quotations 
£roni a great tUampitn of the Protestant causey whose author- 
ity ou some points you would undoubtedly very highly vi^uej 

»<I pray tell me," says Chillingworth, <<why cannot 
Heresies be sufficiently discovered, condemned^ and avoided 
by them which believe scripture to be the rule oS faith? Jf 
scripture be sufficient to inform us what is the Faith, it m^t. 
Of necessity also be sufficient to teach us what is Heresy; aee- 
ilig Uerevsy is nothing but a manifest deviation from, or op- 
position to the Faiths That which is str^ght will plainly 
teach us what is ci*ooked; and one cohtrai*y cannot but 
iuanifest the other. — -Tiiougli we pretend not to certiwi 
means of not erring m interpreting all scriptureji partic- 
ularly such places as are obscure and ambiguous, yet this^ 
methinks, should be no impediment^ but that we may have 
certain means of not erring in and about the sense of those 
places which are so pUun aiid clear that they need no inter- 
preters: And in such we say our faith is coiltained. If you 
ksk me, how I can be sure that I know the true meaning of 
these places? I ask you again, can you be sure that you un- 

• i am fully aware that tho orthdclox have heen violently charpjed with a derelio- 
Hon of this principle, because they make use of ereeds; and Unitarians, in oppos- 
ing creeds, have cUdnied the honour of ''contending fbr the lifaieKy of being Pro- 
testants." Every well informed person horwever knows, that the ProtestanU 
held the principle, not to the Exclusion of creeds drawn from the scriptures, but 
in opposition to **anwritten tradition" and ''papal infallibility." While they held 
the seriptures to be the only mad sulBeient rule of faith, all the Protestant 
churches had their ereedsv— The Unitarian argument, in misapplying the princi- 
ple, is to this effeet: The scriptures are sufficienUy fuU and plain as the rule of 
faith for all men; therefore no man, or body of men, has a right to say what doo« 
trines the scriptores teach! 
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derstand what h or any man else says? — QoA be thanked that 
we have sofficient mean^ to be certain enmigh of the trviti (^ 
0ur fintlu But the privilei^ of not being in jmtHtnJlitjf at 
erring, that we ehallenge not, because we have as little rea- 
son as you, to dp so; and you have none at all« If yo« 
ask, seeing we may pomiibly err, how can we be assured we 
io fwi? 1 ask you again, seeing your cycTSight may deceive 
yon, how can you be sure you see the sun when you do see it? 
Perhaps you may be in a dream, and perhaps you and fdl th^ 
men in the world have been scti when they thought they wer« 
awake, and then only a^ake, wt^n they thougM they 
dreamt — ^A pretty sophism thisr^that whotiipever possMy 
may err^ cannot be ctr^ann that he d^h not err^ A judge mat 
possibly err in judgi|iet\t; can )ie therefore nerer have as- 
surance, that he hath judged right. 4 traveller may possi^ 
My mistake his way; must I therefore be doubtful whether I 
am in the rights way fh>m iny hall to iqy cl^amber. 

<<Methinks, so sub^e a man as you ^re, should easSy ap« 
prehend a ^ide diflfetence between authority to do a thing, 
Hnd infaUibUity in do^ng it, and again, between a conditional 
infallibility and an absolute. The former, the Doctor, [Potter] 
together with the Articles of the Church of England, attiibut- 
eth to the chulvh, nay to pailicular chui*ches, and 1 subscribe 
to his opinion: l^at is, an mthority of deteimining contro- 
versies of faith, according to plain an;d evident scripture, and 
universal tradition, and tnfattilnlity while they proceed accord- 
i^ng to this rule. As, if there should arise an herctick that 
should call in question Christ's passion and resurrection, the 
(:hurch had aui^ierity to decide this con;troversy, and infallihlt 
direction how to do it* and to, ecccosjiifmitnicate this man, if he 
should persist in his ^rrour.^ 

<*The ground of your errour h^re is, your not distinguisli< 
pig between gctHol certaMty and ab^olutfi isifaUilnliiy. Geome-^ 
tricians sa^ not injfoffiMe in their oWn scieilce; yet they ai-e 
Tcry certain i^tiiose things which they see demonstrated: and 
carpenters are not tit/bfft6^, yet certam of the straightness of 
^ose tilings which agree with tlieir rule and square. So tlioiigli 
the church be not infallibly certain that in all her defiiiitioiLs, 
tsjjicreof some are about disputable ar^d ambiguous matters,; 
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alic shall proceed accoHhtg to her rule; yet being certain of 
tlie infallibility of her rule^ and that in this and that thing she 
doth manifestly proceed according to it; she may be certain 
of the truth of some pailicular decrees, and yet not be cci'taiii 
that she shall nc^er decree but what is true. 
' «<Protestants, believing scripture to be tlie word of God, 
may be certain enough of the tiiith and certainty of it. For 
what if tliey »ay the Catholick. Church, much more them- 
selves, may err in some unfundamental points, is it therefore 
consequent, they can be cci*tain of none such? What if a wiser 
man than I may mistake some obscure place of Aristotle, may 
I not therefore, without any arrogance or inconsequence con- 
ceive myself certain that I understand him in some plain 
places whidi carry their sense before them? — ^We pretend not 
at all to any assurance that we cannot err^ but only to a suffi- 
cient certainty that we do not err 9 but rightly understand those 
things that are plain, whether fundamental or not fundamen* 
tal. — I do heartily acknowledge ^nd believe the articles of 
our faith to be in themselves truths as certain and infiilliblc, 
as the very common principles of geometry or metaphys- 
icks."* 

. These pertinent and forcible reasonings and remarks, 
wliich wei-e long ago employed against the Papists, are now 
of equal pertinence and foi'ce against the Unitarians; and 
they now as well explain and vindicate the principles and views 
of the orthodox, as they then did those of the Protestants. ' 
But you say further, p. sr. «It is also important to recoK 
lect the character of those men, against whom the apostolick 
anathema was directed. They were men who knew distincU/f 
what the apostles taught, and yet opposed it; and:l!rho en-, 
dcavoured to sow division, and to gain followers in the 
churches which the apostles had planted. These men, re- 
sisting the known instructions of the authorized and inspired 
teachers of the gospel, and discovering a factious, selfish, 
mercenary spirit, were justly excluded as unworthy the 
christian name. But what in common with these men, have 
the cludstians whom Dr. Worcester and his fi-iends denounce? 

• ChilUngworth's Works, Chap, ii. Sec. 127, 145, 152, ICO, 162. C^ap. Uv 
Sec. 26, 59. 
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Da Oisst oppose what they kiuyw to be the doctrine of Chris^ 
find his apostles?'' 

I ask you, sir, how those men *^kneuO distincthf^ what the 
apostles taught? We have now the Avritings of tlie ai)ostles> 
the same which were then communicated to tlie cbui*ches;. but» 
aec(»*ding to you and your fiiends, no uninspired man can 
know distinctly what they teach. Were tiiose, who resisted 
the kiwwn instructions of the authorised and inspired teachr 
ers of the gospel, themselves inspired men ? If not, what 
right hat€ you to say that they knew wliat the apostles 
taw^ht, any belt&r than uninspired men now may know? Will 
you say that, brides having tlie writings of the apostles, they 
had the advantages of hearing the apostles preach and con^ 
verse? How do you know that such was the fact with all, if 
it were with some of them? Besides, if the apostles could not 
write intelligibly, who shall say that tiiey could preach or 
converse intelligibly? It should seem indeed, that tlie adver- 
saries of Paul and his doctrine dreaded his writings mon» 
than his preaching and conversation, <<Hls letters, said tliey, 
are weighty and powerful; but lijs bodily presence is weak, 
and his i^>eech contemptible/' 

But further, if those men did know distinctly what the 
apostles taught, did they hov.xvcr know that the apostles 
were <<inspired'' men? Is it not on the contrary certain, that 
of Paul in particular, they denied both tlie inspiration and 
apostolick commission? Will you take it upon you to say> 
that in this they were jiot honest? Paul himself, while a zeal^ 
ous pharisee, rrerily thaughtf notwithstanding all <<the signs 
and wonders'' which had been exhibited, that he ought to do 
many tilings contrary to the name of Jesus of Nazareth. 
Why then might not those false teachers and otliers who op- 
posed themselves to Paul, verily think that theyi)ught to op- 
pose 1dm alid his doctrine ? 

If there is any^ force in what you slate upon this point, it 
lies in this assumption: that those whom the apostles exclud- 
ed from fellowship, as false christians and hereticks, were 
guilty of opposing and rejecting doctrines, which they knew 
to have been delivered under the anthority of divine inspira-> 

tion; and on this accoimt were ^gizstly excluded as unworthj 
8 
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the clu'istian name:'' but now there ai'e no such charactet^,— 
none who I'eject or oppose what they know to be divinely 
i'evealed truth. Here, as in other parts of your waitings, 
you seem to take it for granted, that mankind are much bet^ 
tcr now, than they were in the days of the apostles. 2ften 
their depravity was such, that they would deny and resist 
what they knew to be divine truth ; but tww, no main will 
•do this. What warrant have you for this assumption? What 
evidence that the heart is not now as ^deceitful and despe- 
rately wicked'* as ever it was? If men could once reject what 
they knew to be the truth of God, why may they not now? 

Is it however certain, that the opposers of Jesus and his 
apostles, all of them if any, rejected what they knew to bt 
divine truth? On the contrary, is it not evident, that, in most 
instances at least, though the evidence before them was clear 
and abundant, yet they found means to make themselves be- 
lieve, that Jesus and his apostles were not *<authorized and 
inspii'ed teachei's," and that the doctrines taught by them 
wci'e not true. Jesus upon the cross prayed, "Father for- 
give them, for they know i*. t what they do." Paul testifies 
that "had they known, they would not hate cinicified th« 
Lord of glory; and of himself says," that what he did, while 
"breathing out threatening and slaughter against the^ disci- 
ples of the Lord," he ^^did ignorantty in unbelief J* It was 
generally so, no doubt, with those who opposed the ta*uth in 
those ancient days. ^It is just so now. It wDl hardly be de- 
nied, by any considerate man, that, in christian lands, the 
advantages for knowing the truth are as great now, as they 
were in Judea, or in any part of the world, in the days of 
Christ and his apostles. Where then is the inighty differ- 
^ ence between those who now reject the truth, and those by 
whom it was then rejected. And if such were not then en- 
titled to the privileges of christian feUowship, by what'rea-. 
fioning, or by what sophistry can it be made to appear, that 
they are now entitled to these privileges. 

The ajrastles, by your own admission, excluded them: and 
it is not to be forgotten, that they enjoined it also upon the 
churches to exclude them. Many passages to this effect have 
already been cited, and many more might be adduced. The 
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primitive cliurclics, though not composed of infqjii'cd incH, yet 
thought themselves wan'anted to judge of doctrines whether 
they were true or false; and accordingly, in confonnity to 
apostolick example and direction, withdrew themseh cs fi*om 
those who rejected, or essentially corrupted the gospel. 
Some of them indeed were more faithful in this respect than 
others; and in his solemn addresses to the churclies in Asia, 
*<He who MTBilketh in the midst of the golden candlesticks," 
particularly commended the more faithful, and severely re- 
buked the more negligent. And I hold it to be a fact, which 
ought not to be controverted, that, in all succeeding ages, 
the purest and best churches, those which have shone as the 
brightcvst lights in the world, have been the most steadfast in 
the apostolick practice, — ^thc most faithful in keeping sepa- 
rate from those, «<who would pervert the gospel of Clirist.'* 

Yet you say, p. 27, "It Ls truly wonderful, if excommunica- 
tion for supposed errour be the method of purifying, that the 
church has been so long and so wofully corrupted. What- 
ever may have been the deficiencies of christians in other re- 
spects, they have certainly discovered no criminal reluctance 
in applying this instrument of purification,'* And in tliis 
connexion you employ an elegancfc of imagery, woitliy of be- 
ing applied to a much better purpose, together witli a vehe- 
mence of reproach, similar to what is often to be met with in 
the writings of the avowed enemies of christiamty. For 
myself however, I am firmly persuaded that it is to be at- 
tributed, not to undue stiictness, but to a criminal laxation 
of discipline, that "the church has been so long and sq woful- 
ly corrupted/' Qwing to this laxation, the corrupters of the 
gospel have found it easy to introduce and intrencli tltem-^ 
selves within the sacred pale; and seizing upon the gates and 
foi-tresses of the holy city, liave made themselves strong, 
have cast down the truth to tlie ground, have worn out the 
saints of the Most High, and have practised and prospered, 
until they have "rendered thel'ecords of the christian commu- 
nity as black, as bloody, as revolting to humanity, as the 
records of empires founded on conquest and guilt/* 

You contend nevertheless, p. 28, that mistake in judgment 
is the heaviest charge wliicli one denomination has now a 
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right to urge against another, and you ask, *<Do wc finA 
thai the apostles ever denounced mistake as 'awful and fatal 
hostUity' to tlie gospel, that tliey pronounced anathemas on 
men, who wished to obey, but who misapprehended their 
doctrines.*' It is already, I trust, sufficiently evident, that 
the nature and general character of mankind are not so dif- 
ferent now from what they were in the apostles* days, as you 
seem to suppose; that there is no such difference between the^ 
cases of those professed christians, who then opposed and 
perverted the gospel, and those who now do the same, a&yon 
represent. If mistake in judgment is the heaviest chai^ge, 
which they justly incur now, it is tlK5 heaviest which they just- 
ly incurred then. — ^Do you imaghie. Sir, that those whom 
the apostles <^denounced and excluded,'' made no pretensions 
to sincerity, no professions o f ^<a wish to obey" the gospel? 
Bo not the apostles testify that the false teachers, on whom 
<«they pronounced anatliemas,'* transforvfied themselves inta 
the avostks of Christ? And is it not abundantly manifest, 
that they made very lofty pretensions to sincerity and vir- 
tue, and byi goad wiyrds and fair speeches deceived the hearts of 
the simple? Even tlie immediate opposers of Christ,, oh whom 
he pronojmced his heaviest woes, claimed to have Gk>d, even 
<<the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob,'^ for their Fa- 
ther, and in their zeal for God, opposed and rejected bis doc- 
tiines as blasphemous* There is no evidence to show, nor 
reason to believe, tliat the adversaries of the truth were not 
as sincere, as candid, as vii*tuous, and as respectable, in the 
first days of the gospel, as they a,re in the present age; an4 
might asj[ustly claimi exemption from every charge, heavier 
tlian that of ^^mistake in judgment*'' 

This howreyer was not the heaviest charge which wa» 
urged against them.. To thoaiB who claimed to have God for 
their faUieiv and who were fair and f beautiful" in outward 
appearance, the mild and beneyolei^t Jesus said, <<I know you 
that ye have not the love of God in you.^ Ye believe not, be- 
cause ye are not of my sheep. How can ye believe, which re-, 
ceive honour wie of another, and seek nxA ilie honour which 
Cometh from God oidy?^^ And he declared that they had 
^hotli seen and Hated both him and his. Father. ''• All this, ^.GXk 
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nv ill jdease to obseire^ was said of the pliarisees, rabbins^ ra« 
lers, and priests, those who ^devoted themselves to tlie study 
of the scriptures,'* and were regarded by one another, and by 
the world, as «thc eminent, the enlightened, and the good." 

I quote these testimonies of the <<faithful and true Witness'* 
as a specimen, not to intimate that ^^fallible men" should 
rashly apply or use similar language, blit to shew in what 
light He who «knows what is in man," views an obstinate 
disbelief of the truth. Far from regarding it as mere mis- 
take in judgment, he traces it home to an evil lieart. Accord- 
ingly he declares in general terms, that "men love darkness 
rather than light, htcaast their deeds art eri/." The inspired 
Paul also says, <<lf our gospel be hid, it is hid to them that 
are lost; in whom the god of this world hath blinded the minds 
of them which believe not, lest the light of tlie glorious gospel 
of Christ, wlio is the image of Crod, should shine imto them.^^ 
And he represents natural men as "having the understanding 
darkened, being alienated from the life of God, thi*ough the 
ignorance that is in them, because of the blindness of their 
hearts.** To this evil source, this moral depravity, the scrip- 
tures constantly refer disbelief and rejection of the truth. 
Nor do they at all limit this affecting repi-esentation to the 
early times of the gospel. On the contrary, the spirit of pro- 
phecy most abundantly foretold, that errours, proceeding 
from the same corrupt Stource, would abound in times then 
future and distaqt; and that the last ages of the world wouldj^ 
in this respect, be emin^itly perilous: tliat nien would "turn 
away from the truth, not e^during sound doctrine:" and that 
false doctrines would be propagated in such a manner, by 
such men, and with such pretci^sionss as would "deceive^ were 
it possible, the very elect." 

And is it not moat evident, that all which is proud and 
haughty, and cprrupt, in the nature of fallen mankind, will, 
in every age, resist the truth of God? — ^pai-ticularly those 
humbling doctrines which declare, that "the heart is deceitful 
above all things and desperately wicked," that "except a 
man be bom again, he cannot see the kingdom of God," that 
^nen can be justified no otherwise, than "freely by the grace of 
€ifOd5 through the redemption that is in Cltrist Jcsu8> whonv 
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6od liath set foi'th to be a propitiation throiigli faith in his 
blood;" and those which transcend the comprehensiSn of hu- 
man reason, the trinity of persons in the Godliead, — ^the union 
of the divine witli human nature in the person of Christ, and 
the expiation of the sins of the world, by his one offering of 
himself. And is it not equally evident, that all that is self- 
sufficient* and arrogant, and subtile in man, will employ all 
the resources of <*philosophy and vain deceit,*' to coiTupt, 
to discredit, and to subvert docti'iucs to wiiich the heart is sa 
decidedly adverse? 

Still, howeTer, you strenuously insist, p. 29, "Whatever 
may be the right of christians as to bearing testimony against 
opinions which they deem injurious, 1 deny that they have any 
right^to pass a condemning sentence on the cliaracters of men 
whose general deportment is conformed to the gospel of 
Clirist. Botli scripture and reason unite in teadiing tliat the 
best and only standard of character is the life: and he who 
overlooks the testimony of a good life, and grounds a sea- 
tence of condemnation on opinions, about which he as well 
as his brother may err, violates most flagrantly, the duty of 
just and candid judgment, and opposes the peaceful, and char-- 
itable spiiit of tlie gospel/' 

By the "condemning sentence'' of w^hich you here speak, 
I understand you to mean the sentence of excommunication, 
or non-communion; and the principal sentiment of the 
passage, stript of, its adventitious circumstances, is,^ that 
christians have not a right to exclude any from their fellow-. 
ship on account of erroneous opinions, or, in other words, on 
account of their corrupting or denying any doctrines of the 
gospel. It is, however, an indisputable fact, as has before, 
been sliewn, that christians have always, from the days of the 
apostles to the present, licld and exercised this as a right and as 
a duty. And I ask you. Sir, do not even Unitarians, do not you 
yourself claim and exercise this right? Is there no case in which 
you woidd exclude a man from cliristian fellowship on ac- 
count of erroneous opinions ? In your remai^ks on my second 
letter, p. 19, you say, "We are convinced from laborious re- 
search into the scriptures, that the great truth, which is the 
object of christian belief, and which in the first ages coi^- 
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ferrcd tlife character of disdiplcs on all who received it, in 
simply this, that Jesiw is flie ChrisU or anointed bij God to be the 
tight and Saviour of tJie world. Whenever this great truth 
appears to us to be sincerely acknowledged, whenever a man 
of appM*ent uprightness declares to us his reception of Jesus 
in this character, and his corresponding purpose to study and 
obey his religion, we feel ourselves bound to give him the 
liand of christian fellowsliip.'* — Be it even so* There is then, 
however, one article of faith, which you hold essential to 
christian fellowship; an article wliich you have ascertained by 
^laborious research/' Should one, who denies the great 
truth that Jesus is the anointed by God to be the light and Sav- 
iour of the ivorldf request the privileges of fellowship in your 
church, however fair his character in other respects might 
be, he could not be admitted. He would be refused simply on 
account of his opinion. And for tlie same reason, should a 
member of your chui*ch, a man of apparent upriglitness, avow 
liis disbelief that Jesus is tlie Christy if you and your church 
acted consistently witli your declared princijple, he would be 
excluded from your fellowship. 

But why should you exclude him? why exclude a man for 
his crrour in this one particular? I suppose the plain truth to 
be tliis: Tou would hold that he may be a good man, and go to 
heaven, though he disbelieve that Jesus is the Christ,t and 
deny . divine revelation altogether. Yet you would say, that 
he cannot be a christian^ unless he believe that Jesus is the 
Christ, the anointed by God to be the Light and Saviour of 
the world. But why not? He may acknowledge, as many 
infidels have done, that Jesus Christ was a man of preeminent 
excellence of character, and the best moral teacher or pliilos- 
«pher, tliat ever Appeared in the world; may <<'declare, with 
apparent uprightness, his corresponding purpose to study 
and obey his religion;'* and may wish to call himself, and to 
be called a christian, for the same reason that the followers 
of Plato wei»e called Platonists, and others have been called 
after the names of the philosophers or teachers, whom they 
have respecti^xly chosen for their masters. Still, however, 

♦ Notwithstaoding Jeeioa has said, **Ifyc believe rtt^that I em he, ve €h«^l die 
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tlivine institution, and it would be a profanation for him to 
pai*ticipate in them? Why so? Though he denied them to be of 
divine appointment, he neveillieless acknowledges them to be 
institutions of JesusChrist, whom he acknowledges as his mas* 
ter; institutions eminently conducive to the improvement of 
the social vii-tues and, to the good of society; and he is there- 
fore sincerely desirous of participating with other good christ* 
|ans in them. 

Why then, I repeat it, should you refuse him? Why after 
ull is it so very important, that he should believe that Jesu9 
is the Christ, the anointed by God? 

You will not I presume insist, that tlie case now supposed is 
such an one as docs not and cannot exist? Are there not many» 
who stand almost precisely ujion this ground? Is it not so with 
some who are called deists or infidels? Is it not so with those 
unit^ianS) in Germany and elsewhere, who deny special di^ 
vine inspiration altogether, — deny that Jesus is the Messiali 
of the Old Tcstamentf^^eny that he was, in any special or 
proper sense, anointed by Ood to be the Light and Saviour of 
the world; and yet call themselves christians! 

What will you do with these men? If you admit them to 
cliristian fellowship, you must give up what, after <4aborious 
i-esei»*ch into the scriptures,'' you hold to be the single essen- 
tial ai'ticle of tlie christian faith; that which alone <^onfers 
the character of disciples on all who receive it/* If you re* 
fuse them, you incur the guilt of the heinous crime of exclud- 
ing from fellowship, on account of opiidoUf or of what you 
otherwise call, mere mistake in judgment. — If you say you 
<lo not "pass a condemning sentence on their diaracters;^^ I 
reply, then neither do we on the characters of those whom we 
exclude: and I refer you to what I have said on this tqpick, 
in the 24th page of my second letter. You do however pix)- 
nounce a sentence importing distinctly, that the excluded per- 
sons are not christians; for it is upon the very principle, that 
they deny that article of faith, which alone "confers the 
character of disciple43," that you exclude tliem. This is more 
than, in ordinary cases of withholding or withdraw ing fcUow- 
8hip> we pronounce. 
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. The difference then between you and us in regard to fel- 
lowship, is not that we exclude on account of opinion, and 
you do not; but it is this: you hold it necessary, only that a 
person believe that Je9U8 is the Chrut; we hold it necessary, 
that he also believe in the essential doctrines of Chrisfs religion. 
By what authority you maisLe your specified article the only 
essential article of the christian faith, after some ^research in- 
to the scriptures," and after perusing with some attention 
your great authority, Locke, I am still unable to see. Was 
it for tiie denial of this article, and this only, that the apos- 
tles iHx>nounced their anathemas? Did the false teachers who 
troubled the churches of Galatia and Corinth, did Hymeneus 
and Alexander, did those <<many antichrists" of whom the 
apostle John speaks, deny that Jesus was the Christ? No: but 
they were excluded for errours of a very different kind. What 
would you think of the man, who should call himself a Plato- 
nist, merely because he acknowledges Plato to have been a 
great philosopher, while at the same time he denies all the 
essential doctrines of the Platonick system? Please to answer 
the question; and then apply the answer to the man, who 
professes to be a christian, merely because be acknowledges 
Jesus to be the Christ, and yet denies all the essential doc- 
trines of the christian system. 

How, after reconsidering the subject, you will decide re- 
specting those, who deny your one essential article, I know 
not, nor am I greatly concerned to know. At present, how- 
ever, according to your own account, you have your creed, as 
well as we ours; a short one indeed, as one of your respecta- 
ble friends has eloquently expressed it, '^contained in one 
hight line;*^ yet a creed which is exchisive! Yes, Sir, you 
yourselves do the very thing, which you so vehemently con- 
demn in us! Fou exclude from christianfelbnvship on account of 
opinion! 

What then becomes of all your rhetorical declamations, 
your inflammatory invectives, your violent charges of per- 
secution? They might all be retorted with all their force 
upon yourselves. Such cliaracters as I have described, by 
whatever name they may be called, might adopt your own 
language, and with equal pertinency and modesty," saT^ 
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*»For** oui*selvcs, we "know not a shadow of pi^etence foF the 
language of superiority assumed hy'^ Mr. Channing ^aiid 
his brethren* Are they exempted from the common frailty 
of our nature? Has God given them superior intelHgence^ 
Were they educated under circumstances more farourable t» 
improvement than those whom they condemn? Have they 
brought to the scriptures more serious^ anxious, and unwea- 
ried attention? Or do their lives express a deeper reverenc* 
for God? No. They are fallible, imperfect men, possess-^ 
ing no higher means, and no stronger motives for studying the 
word of God than their*' excluded "brethren.'* Our "offfenc© 
is, that we read the scriptures for*' ourselves, and derive 
Jrom them "a different opinion on'* one "point,** from that 
which othei's have adopted. Mistake of judgment is our pre- 
tended crime, and this crime is laid to our charge by men 
who arc liable to mistake as "ourselves,** and who seem t» 
"us** to liavc fallen into ^*one" of the grossest errours.* A 
condemning sentence frdm such judges carries in it no teiTour; 
Sorrow for its uucharitableness, and strong disapprobatioB 
of its arrogance, are the principal feelings which it inspiix^s.** 
Pages 25, 26. 

Not only, Sir, do you exclude from christian fellowship, 
on account of opinion^ but on account of opinion you also pass 
"a condemning sentence'* directly "on the characters of 
men,** — of men too, I think it right to say, ^^whose general 
deportment is conformed to the gospel of Christ.** Here, in 
addition to the passages just quoted, and which were by you 

m 

* Trinitamna appear to you and your krethren^ you say, **to have fallen into 
some of the groaseat et^ouvs." In another place, p. 16, you tell us, that our "ad^ 
ditions to the simple gospel seem to you at least as exceptionable as tlie deficieri' 
ciea** of Dr. Priestly and Mr. Belsham. And, p. 22, you say, **I am persuaded, 
that at the last day the Tnnitaricai tnll be fowid m a great errour, and were I 
disposed, / cottid make as moving an appeal to his fears, as Dr. Worcester can 
make to ours." I do not l^now very well how lo reconcile, with these and other 
similar representations, the followiTig passages: *'It is fi'om deep conviction, that 
I have stated once and again, that the differences between Unitarians and Trini- 
tarians lie more in sounds, than in ideas,'* &c. "Trinitarians, indeed, are apt to 
consider themselves at an immeasurable distance from Unitarians. The reason, I 
think, is, that tliey arc surrounded with a mist of obscure phraseology. Were 
this mist dispersed, I beliero that tliey would be surprised at diseorering their 
proximity to the qiiurter of the Umtariofis,** &o. Pages 23, 23. One wouM 
.(hint that this **mi8t" might be "dispersed" — "ttt the last dav." 
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applied to the orthodox, I must be permitted to present a few 
more select quotations from your remarks. — <<It is truly as- 
tonishing, you say, that christians are not more impressed 
with the unbecoming spirit, the nrtvgafii style, of those, who 
deny the christian character to professed and exemplary ful^ 
lowers of Jesus Christ, because they differ in opinion on some 
of the most subtle and difficult subjects of theology. A 
stranger, at hearing the language of these denouncers f would 
conclude without a doubt, that they were clothed with iftfaUi- 
MUy, and were appointed to sit in judgment on their breth- 
ren* This is the fashionable mode of bearing testimony, and 
it is a weapon which will always be most successful in the 
hands of the proud^ the positive, and overbearingf who are 
inost impatient of contradiction, and have least regard /o the 
rights of their brethren. Persecution is a wrong or injury in- 
flicted for opinions, and surely assaults on cliaracter fall 
under this definition. Some persons, seem to think that per- 
secution consists in pursuing errour with fire and sword; and 
that therefore it has ceased to exist, except in distem][)ercd 
imaginations, because no class of christians among us is 
armed with these terrible weapons. But, no. The form is 
changed, but the spirit lives. Persecution has given up its 
halter and faggot^ but it breatlies vtnom from its lips, and se- 
treUy blasts what it cannot openly destroy. Of all earthly 
blessings, an honest reputation is to many of us the most pre- 
cious; and he who robs us of it is the most injurious of man* 
kind, and among the worst of persecutors. Let not the friends 
of denunciation attempt to escape from this charge, by pleading 
their sense of duty, and their sincei-e desire to promote the 
cause of truth. St. Dominic was equally sincere, when he 
built the inquisition. Humble, meek, and affectionate chris- 
tians are least disposed to make creeds for their brethren, 
and to denounce those who differ from them. On the con- 
traiy, the impetuous, proud, and enthusiastick, men who can- 
not or wiU not weigh tlie arguments of opponents, are always 
most positive and unsparing in denunciation. Tliey take 
the lead in a system of exclusion. They have no false mocl- 
esty, no false chai'ity, to shackle tlieir zeal in framing fun- 
damentals for their brethren, and in punishing the obstinate 
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in errour. The consequence is, that creeds are formed whidi 
exclude from Christ's church some of his truest followers, 
which outrage reason as well as revelation. Such has bem~ 
the history of the church J^ Pages 35 — 34. 

Such, Sir, is the sort of language, which you employ with 
such frequency, such ease, and such assurance, as clearly 
indicate the practice to be habitual with you. I am afraid 
also that no small portion of your '^liberal" friends are so 
accustomed to similar language and similar feelings, as to 
have read these passages, and others of the kind in your 
pamphlets, with no other emotions than those of pleasure and 
exultation^ not suspecting in the least, that the spirit of them 
is not perfectly "candid," and "liberal,** and "charitable,** 
and " mild,** and "affectionate,** and "modest,** and *<meek/* 
and "humble.** 

But is there not here f^B. condemning sentence passed** di* 
rectly "on the characters of men?** — a sentence of absolute 
destruction! The characters here described are sentenced 
as destitute of "modesty** and of <^charity;** — as ^^the proud,** 
"the impetuous,** the "arrogant,** "the enthusiastick;** — as 
either "not able, or not willing to weigh the arguments o( 
opponents j** — as "most positive ^ and most unsparing oi de- 
nunciation;**-p^as "having the least regard to the right of their 
brethren^'* — as "denouncers,** possessing "<Ae spirit of perse^ 
cutiony^^ which, though it "has given up its halter and faggot,** 
yet ^^hreathes venom from its lips, and secretit bxasts 
what it cannot openly destroy;^^ — as characters who shall in 
vain '^attempt to escape firom the charge** of being "the most 

INJURIOUS OF MANKIND, and aVfUmg THE WORST or PER- 
SECUTORS.** 

Was ever a more "condemning sentence passed on the 
characters of men?** Is it possible for one inore condemning 
to be passed on the very worst of men, — ^the most execrable 
malignants, and miscreants, that ever troubled the world! 

Upon whom is this sentence passed? Not upon the review- 
ers and the writer of the letters to Mr. Channing only; not 
upon the orthodox ministers and christians of this country 
and of the present age only ; but upon tlie great body of the 
christian church of all nations and of all ages! Ton ^'beg,'' 



indeed, that it ^^may not be applied indiscriminately to the 
party called orthodox, among whom/' you are pleased sar- 
ingly. to say, <<there are multitudes whose humility and char- 
ity would revolt from maiung themselves the standards of 
christian piety^ and from assailing tlie christian character of 
their brethren.'' It does, however, from the very terms of 
it, apply to all of every nation .and age, who have adhered to 
creeds, and refused fellowship on account of opinions. Where, 
among, orthodox christians, the '^multitudes" are to be found, 
who do not fall within tliis description, it would not, I believe, 
be very easy to point out. ^ 

You will not deny that creeds were used in the early periods 
ot the church. What is called the Apostles' Creed, if it were 
not set forth by the apostles themselves^ is however historical- 
ly traced up nearly or quite to the apostolick age, as having 
been then used in the churches with little or no exception. It 
is equally certain, that in those purest and brightest days of 
the church, it was held by ail christians right, and a sacred 
duty, to note as hereticks, and to exclude from fellowship, 
those who denied or corrupted the essential doctrines of tiie 
gospel. Afterwards the Nicene and Athanasian Creeds were 
used along with the Apostles', generally, and with exclusive 
effect, in the- orthodox churches. In the age of the Reforma- 
tion, the Protestant churchqs, Lutheran, Zuinglian, Calvin- 
ian, or by whatever name distinguished, all had their creed, 
and excluded from fellowship tliose who denied their essential 
articles. And it has been so with the orthodox churches 
generally, from that day to the present 

It is also a wdl attested fact, that, by the great body of 
christians, from the days of the apostles to the present, the 
deniers of tlie Trinity, or of the proper Deity and atonement 
of Jesus Christ, Unitarians of various names, have been re- 
garded as being eminently subverters of the gospel; and as 
little dgubt has been entertained of the duty of withholding 
fellowship from them, as from any who have called them- 
sielves christians. About two hundred years ago indeed the 
celebrated Episcopius made it a question, whether they might 
not, consistently with the gospel, be admitted to the fellow- 
ship of orthodox chiirchea. But the question, after ardent. 
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iiiid powerful debate, on the Continent and in England, mu 
decided in the negative; and in that decision, the orthodox 
churches, with great unanimity, have ever since rested. 

I am then fully warranted in saying, tliAi your condemtt- 
ii% sentence applies to the g^at body of the church of Christ 
tt all ages and nations. Indeed you yourself very explicifly 
give it this extensive sq>plication when you say, with signifl- 
cant emphasis, ^^8uch has been the history of the church.^ Es- 
Ipecially does it apply to those, who, in successive periods, 
Irave been the most distinguished in <<the kingdom and pa- 
tience of Jesus Christ,^^ — who have contended with the most 
boly charity and zeal for the faith once delivered to the saints, 
hj whose labours and sufferings the religion of the gospel 
bas been, instrumentally, maintained and propagated, — of 
whom the world has not been worthy, — but whose <«witheai 
& in heaven and their record on high." — And, my dear Sii*, 
it is with no common feelings of grief, that I find myself 
compelled to say, that a heavier sentence than yours, again^ 
tlie disciples of the Lord, against <*the church of the living 
God, the pillar and ground of the truth," has never, I be- 
lieve, been pronounced, by the bitterest of enemies, either pa- 
gan or infidel. 

But why are the servants of the Most High thus condemn- 
ed? Because they have thought %t right not to eoctend christian 
Jdlmvship to such as haroe denied and sought to subvert^ uohai 
they hold to be the essential doctrims of their holy religion; doc- 
trines on which they have founded all their hopes of salva- 
tion to themselves and their fellow men, and wliich they have 
be^i ready to seal, and in thousands of instances have actu- 
ally sealed, with their blood. Yes, Sir, it is for this oFurion 
of theire, that you have passed a condemning sentence or 
their <<cAaracters," as <<the most ustjubious of mankixi^ 

THE WORST OF PERSECUTOBS, BREATHING VEBTOM FROM 
THEIR I.IPS, AND 9ECRETLT BLASTING WHAT THEY COITXA 

WOT OPENLY destroy! If then, as you say, persecution is It 
wrong or an injury inflicted for opinions, and assaults on 
character surely fall under this definition;** I solemnly refer 
it to your conscience before God, whether you do not stand 
convicted at your own bar as a persecutor^ 
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If you saj that the great body of orthodox christian^ 
whom yoQ have thus vehemently condemned, have not only 
keld the obnoxious opinion, but have also expressed it and 
aicted upon it, I shall not deny the charge. But that thej 
Have done it in the hitter and violent manner, which yon 
have so frightfully represented, especially in this country, 
an4 still more especially *nn this quarter of our country,^' I 
do utterly deny; and I challenge you to produce any facts ta 
justify in the least your representation. I affirm, with the 
most assured confidence, that if in any part, or in any period 
of the world, a spirit of moderation, forbearance, and kind- 
ness, has been shewn towards those who liavc been regarded 
as subverters or corrupters of the gospel, it has been in this 
re^on, and in the present age. Even you yourself acknow- 
ledge, that we <<talk to you courteously as friends;" but this, 
in your charity, you choose to represent as <^mockery," with 
an insidious intention to «rivet your chains," and <^more ir- 
ritating than papal bondage." Of the candour of this rep- 
I'esentation, I have nothing to say; but have only to remark^ 
that, even in the midst of your violent invectives, you have 
reluctantly made, at an unguarded moment, an acknowledge- 
ment of a fact, known and read of all men: the fact, tliat in- 
stead of the venom and "outrage," which, from the general 
strain of your declamation, "a strangei*" would suppose you 
)iad experienced, you have actually been treated by tliesc 
'<most injurious of mankind," with great courtesy and kind- 
ness, — ^wilh great tenderness for your cluiracterSf and cai'e for 
the pi'eservation of peace. But the "coals of fire which have 
thus been- heaped upon your heads," have served, it should 
seem, only to "irritate." 4 

If, however, the orthodEx have expressed their opinion re^ 
8pecting fellowship, and'cted upon it, is it not also true, 
tliat tliosc, from whom they have witlrheld fellowship, have 
likewise expressed tlicir erroneous opinions, and acted agree- 
ably to them? Doubtless tliero have always been men who 
have thought it pnident to conceal their opinions. Only, 
however, when tlieir opinions have been avowed, and acted 
out, have the erroneous, on account of their errours, been ex- 
eluded. It has been because, that from their opinions, words 
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hare proceeded, wliich <<eat as doth a canker," and deeds 
which tend to the subversion of the gospel^ tliat they iiave 
been placed out of communion. 

But you say, ^^Both scripture and reason unite in teaching 
that the best and only standard of cha/nacter is the ti/e.'^ 
<<The whole scriptures teach that he, and he only is a chris- 
tian, whose life is governed by the precepts of the ^spel, and 
that by this standard alone, the profession oi this religion 
should be tried.'' «Jesus Christ says, <By their ^hiite shall 
ye know them." I have no difficulty in acceding to this state- 
ment. I certainly hold, and wish to be understood to hdd, 
that the best and only standard of character, is the life;" 
that <<he, and he only is a christian, whose life is governed 
by the precepts of the gospel, and that men are to be ^^known 
by their fruits." If, however, yj^u mean, as it is evident you 
do, that in estimating or determining christian character, a 
man's opinions, his faith or his disbelief, are not at all to be 
taken into the account; I can assure you^ I have not so learn- 
ed Christ. 

The scriptures throughout earnestly and authoritatively 
insist on faith, humble, hearty belief of the tnUh, as essential 
to christian cliaracter. The chistian life is a life o{ faith. The 
fruits by wldch the christian is to be known are the fruits of 
faitfu Christians are believers. They are sanctified tliraugh 
the truth. Their hearts ai-c purified by faith. Such is the 
doctrine of scripture. 

It a man discai*d the gospel altogether, as a cunningly de- 
vised fable, however fair and commendable in other respects 
his life may be, you will hardly yourself, I suppose, find in 
him the christian chai-actcr. If then a man acknowledges the 
gospel to be from God, and even makes a formal profession 
of Christianity, and yet, instead of helieving, loving, stead- 
fastly maintaining, and seeking to promote the great and es- 
sential truths of the gospel, disbelieves, hates, opposes, and 
endeavours to discredit and obstruct them; though he may 
be eminently what the world calls honest, and benevolent, and 
amiable, and virtuous; yet must not his christian character 
be materially and eminently defective? Is it not manifest, 
that "las life is" not "governed by the precepts of the gos- 
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pdl^ — ^particidariy those leading precepts, wliich require 
Idm to receive the hoith in love,— to obey the truth, to walk 
In the truth, — to i6 nothing against the truth, — ^to contend 
tomestiy for the faith once delivered to the saints, — ^to shine 
as a light in the worid, hdlding forth Hie word of Mfo9 These 
tbrisUanJruiis are certainly wanting in him; and fi-uits of an 
idppostte kind, — fruits as bitter ad the '^grapes of Sodom, and 
the dusters rf Gomorrah,^ are exhibited. — If he be a pro- 
fbescd teiribster of the gospel, and in addition to the particu- 
lars !(toW iHlentionsd, instead of speaking the true gospel of 
CMb!^ and declaring all the counsel of txod, he preach ano- 
ther goi^l, or docliines subversive of the truth, and employ 
Jil the advanta^ of his publick station^ and all the influence 
ef his sacred mnd engaging character, in counteracting the 
^thfid mtnisters of Christ, representing their steadfast ad- 
liere«ce to the truth as bigotiy, their earnest defence of the 
igoapel as illiberaltty, their labours to pi»cvcnt die spread of 
"flie pernicious effects of errour, as persecution^ their zeal for 
€he honour and cause of Christ, as party spirit, and their 
measures fbr advancing his kingdom, and extending his sal- 
vation, as projects of ambition; — ^what must we say or think 
6t his lifs? Is it governed by tlie pwcepts of the gospel? ^'JJr- 
n^rtff,'* say^ He who came down from heaven to guide our 
feetmtothcway of peace, <«Bftrare (ffabtpropheUf which come 
19 fm in shttjfs dolthing. — TeshoUknow Hum by fAeir fruits/* 
^'Palsc teachers Would pretend exti'aordinslry endowments 
^f Learning perhaps, or Sanctityf or Piety, and an affection- 
ate concern for the happiness of those whom they should ad* 
. dress themselves to. But they might be detected by their 
Ji-uUs. For if their doctrine should be found contrary to the 
doctrine of Christ, that is conviction at once, and all their 
glozlng pretences are worth nothing. They are Jiiise pro* 
l^hets, because Uieir doctrines sae/alse. What can be a plain- 
er pi-oof of it? Neither is it any objection to this, tliat our 
Lorf afterwards speaks of doing the wtU of his Father, and 
^t working iniquity: for maintaining the truth, is doing God's 
wiH; and corrupting or resisting it, is working iniquity. 
Therefore, let this be included at least among other bad fruits, 
other works cf imquiJty. W« will allow that an heretick in 
taattem of mere revelaHon, is not so bad a man, generally 
wpnidngf as an hentick in morality; but still he may be a 
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much worse man^ or^ to speak plainer^ may do a great deal 
more mischief by his doctrine^ than the immoral man may do 
by liLs example. For besides his propagating dangerous er- 
i^oui-s^ subveiling souls^ it is farther to be considered, ^at he 
sets himself up as a rival teacher, in opposition to the faith- 
ful ministers of Clirist, He weakens their hands, firustrates 
their pious labours, perverts their flocks^ gives the common 
enemy a handle to insult and blaspheme, rai3es a kind of 
flame ^nd War in the church, and remotely administers, to all 
immorality and dissoluteness of manners, by taking off the 
influence of the best insti*uctions. Religion* is not a personal 
tiling, wldch every man may new model or alter for himself* 
It is the joint patrimony of the whole community; and every 
man more or less is accountable to his neighbour for any 
waste made in it* That corrupting the faith is not an innocent 
practice, but a very ill thing, every one knows, or ought to 
know. I speak not of mere mistakes in judgment, but of 
espousing and propagating them; corrupting the faith in im- 
portant articles, and diffusing such corruptions. A life so 
spent, is a wicked life, if opposing divine trutlis, undermining 
the gospel, and subverting souls, be wicked attempts, as they 
undoubtedly are."* "Be not deceived, my bretiiren; those, 
that corrupt families by adultery, shall not inherit the king- 
dom of God. If therefore they who do this, according to the 
flesh, have suffered death; how much more shall he die, who^ 
by his wicked doctrine corrupts the faith of God, for which 
Christ was crucified^ He that is thus defiled, shall depart into, 
unquenchable fire, and so also shall he that hearkens to him*''t 
The Unitarians, however, according to you, are in no re- 
spect wanting in christian character, and have nothing to 
fear from the judgment of men or of God. \ We regard other 
christians," you say, p. 14, "as brethren, but can in no de- 
gree recognize them as supcriours in the church of our com- 
mon Master. We do not di'ead the censures which they may 
pass on our honest opinions. We rejoice that we have a 
higher judge, whose truth it is our labour to learn, obey, an.^ 
maintain." Who ai*e these other christians, whom you re- 
gai'd as brethren? Are they the orthodox, whom you have 

• Waterland's Importance of the Doctrine of the Triuity, Chap. v. 

t St. Ignatius. Epist. to the Eph. The blessed martyr, it should seem, had 
<*learncd," even so early as the apostolick age, >»'hat you say I hare learned — to 
<*awHken men's feelings, by addressing their feare.** He learned it, I soppose^ 
from the apostles themselves, as the apostles had learned it firom Christ. 
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condemned as ^the most injurious of mankind/' <4>rcatbing 
venom from their lips?" Again, p. 20, <<lt is not because wc 
4[^xalt reason above scripture, but because we revei-e the scrip- 
tures, that we maintain Unitarian principles.'** — P. 25. «lt 
is truly astonishing that christians are not more impressed 
^tli the unbecoming spirit, the arrogant stj^le, of those, who 
deny the christian chai'acter to professed and exemplary ful- 
Urwers of Jems ChrisL P, 28. <*Do these oppose what they 
know to be the doetnne of Christ and his apostles? Do tlu^y 
iiot revere Jesus Clirist and his inspired messengers?" P. 33. 
^<This practice of denouncing — exalts to supremacy in the 
church, men, who have the least claim to influence. IIcm- 
BXE, MEEK, and AFFECTIONATE cJinsHanSf are least dis- 
posed to make creeds for their brethren, and lo denounce 
tliose who differ from them." Who tl>ose arrogant and 
proud ones are, w ho, in your estimation, have the least claim 
to influence, we have before seen. They arc the oHliodox 
christians." The *<exemplary followers of Jesus Christ, the 
humble, meek, and affectionate christians, who have tlie 
highest claim to influence, and ought to he exalted to supre- 
macy in the church,"f ai'e the Unitarians. ^^T/icy," you af- 
firm, p. 25, ^^Tliey are deficient in none of the qu^iaFi- 
CATioNs, which were required in the primitive agtJ* Ortho- 
dox christians, will readily concede, that they iiavc no pre- 
tensions to claims like these. Deeply conscious of many and 
great "deficiencies," they aj'e far from considei'ing thenj- 
selves as having "already attained, or befng already per- 
fect. "We dare not make ourselves of the number, or com- 
pare ourselves with some that commend themselves: but they, 
measuring themselves by themselves, and comparing tliem- 
selves among theinselyes, are not wise." 

* In this passage, you allude, 9fi in the ponne)^ion, you do repeatedly, to the 
statement wliich I made in my Second Letter of the sentiments and practice of 
Unitarians, respecting the scriptures; and you treat tlie subject in that soil of eva- 
sive and equivocal manner, to which you are egregiously addicted. You do not, 
you will not, you cannot, deny the cori'ectness of the statement; yet you obliquely, 
and querulously i*efer to it, as if it were incorrect, and varying the aspect of it, 
would seem to deny it. 

f In this commonwealth, you, and your "libera!" brethren are already in "the 
chief seats." To what other "supreraHcy )(^i would wish to be "exalted," or 
oan well be exalted, until you increase your mirabL'rs, or establish a hierarchy, I 
do not readily see. In other pails of our country, and nf the christiiin \t'orlfl, it 
must he confessed, it is otherwise. In England, «l)r. Priestly, it bhould seem, 
ought to have been bishop of St. Asaph's, instead of Dr. Ilorshy, Mr Lindsay or 
Mr. Belsham, bishop of I iondon, instead of Dr. Porteus, Mr. Wakefield, archbish- 
op of Canterbary, insteadof Dr. Moore; and thej)rc«ent dignitaries of the. estab- 
lishment, as they "have the least claiui to influence,'* ought to resign thfir place^ 
]U> the UukarianSj-HKiobj and so many'as fiau be found. 
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In the latter part of yom* remarks^^pp, sG-^9^ yom pte-^ 
sent a friglitful picture of the consequences, which you ima^ 
ginc must result from what you call «<the system of ex^lu^ion 
and sepai'ation:" that in, the system of nonrConuDuniou be^ 
twcen orthodox chi'iNtians and Unitai*ians, IX would bav<^ 
been natural to conclude, from the descriptions which you 
have given of these two classes I'espcctiTety, that you could 
neither iiave wished, nor thought it possible^ that any tbiug 
like christian fiellowship shoidd subsist between flien*. How 
can you ipdeed w%sh, how can you think it possible that &ln 
lowship shouM subsist between the humUe^i mec^s affed^on* 
ate, exemplary followers of Jesus Christ, and the prood, thft 
arrogant, the impetupus, the worst of persecutors^, and most 
injurious of mankind, whose venomous breath secretly blasts 
what they cannot openly destroy! Can the wolves and tbos 
sheep dwell together within, the same enplps^re,^ uk conco^ii 
^mity, and pf ace? 

You state, however^^Aat ^the systeni of e^^cluding profess*, 
ed disciples of Christ on account of opinions, is incompatible 
with the great principles of Congregatioi^alism*^ In this, 
as you cannot but be sensible,^ you differ mpst widely fron^ 
the founders, of the Congregational Qhurches, whether we 
consider a^ the founders thb apostles and prknitire ministers, 
of Christ> or the leaders of the Puritans in England and m 
this country. The apostles certainl^y established the primi- 
tive churches upon this, systeni; and upon this system the 
leaders of the Puritans, and the churches founded by them^v 
uniformly acted. Look into th|B platforms of these churcheSf 
the Savoy, the Cambridge, and the Saybrookf turn over the. 
ecclesiastical records of the prifliitive times of New England,, 
and proof will accumulate upon proof. The Congregational, 
churches all had their creeds, thek* confessions of faith,, and 
all held it as their right and their duty,, to withhold and 
withdraw fellowship from all who denied or corrupted the 
essential articles. 

Yet you say, **This system will shake to the foundatioa 
our religiiou^ institutions,, and destroy many habits and con*, 
nexions which have had the happiest influence on the religious 
character of this people. The annual convention of Congre-. 
gational ministers of Massachusetts, that ancient bond of 
union must be dissolved.. The association of ministers in^ 
9ur dil|erent conntiea must in i^aiiy cas^ be broken uj^ 
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Ncighboqiliig churches will be mutually estranged. In the 
^ame church angry diviaions will break foi-tli. Many rclig^ 
ious^societies will be rent asunder, their ministers dismisse^l^ 
mid religious institutions cease. Discord will be carried not 
only into churches, but into families*. The family altar must 
fall/' Such are the direful consecjuences on which your fe- 
verish imagination bixiods, and to which it has given the 
injost dismal colourings. 

Are you not i^ware. Sir, that this same soi-t of objection, or 
of argument, alight have been used with equal force,, and ac- 
tually was used, by the Jews against preaching tlie gospel 
and establishing christian churches in Judca, — by the Pagans 
against propagating Christianity in the lands w here their gods 
were worshipped, — and by the Papists agaiast the doctrines 
of^the Reformation^ and separation from their church. It is 
^ sort of popular argument, which has always been urged 
against disturbing the corruptions of the world, by the exhibi-^ 
lion and defeQce of the truth. The awful woi*ds of our Lord 
here force themselves into serious recollection. "Whosoever 
shall deny me before men, him will I also deny before my 
Father which is in heaven.. Think ^otthat I am come to send 
peace on the earthy I came not to^ send peace, but a sword. 
For I am come to set a man at varii^ce against his father, and 
the daughter against her mother., And a man's foes shall be 
those of his own household.'' — ^^Cltimatety indeed I shidl 
establish peace in every sense of the word," and f^shall make 
wars to cease in all the worlds but ^t present, aud indeed for 
many years to come,. I shall not bring peace, but a sword 
upon the earth. The promulgation, of my religion wilf be 
productive of much dissention, cruelty, and persecution^ not 
only to you,, but to all those who,, for many ages aftcnMai»ds,» 
shall preach the gospel in purity and truth. The true caus^ 
of this will be the wickedness, and the ferocious passions o^ 
men; but the ocea$ion and the pi^eienct for it will be the holy 
religion, which you are to promulgate^ In this sense, and m, 
this only, it is that 1 m^y be said to bring a sword upon the 
earth; but they who realltf. bring it> are the open enemies or 
pretended friends of the gospel." — "lie that Ijoveth father or- 
mother, more than me, is not wortliy of me, and lie that loveth; 
son or daughter more than me, is not worthy of me." "That 
Is evidently when the nearest and dearest relations come in 
WXapetition, with ow belieC yi Christ, and; obedience to hii» 
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comioands^ our alTcction for thcnif and deference to their 
opinions must give place to lore for our Redeemer an4 
attachment to our Maker."* 

But why must these dreadful consequences iiow ensue? 
The <^system'* from which you say tlicy must result^ is not a 
new one. It has heen in practice from the first ages of the 
gospel. It has heen in practice in our churches from the 
fii'st settlement of our country. 'J'he orthodox churches of 
New-England, of Massacliusetts, have always hejd it right 
to separate from those who essenlialJy corrupt the gosp^J; at 
no peiiod of our history have they supposed that they ought 
to be in communion with avowed Unitarians; and if at any 
time they have been in communion with them, it is because 
those Unitarians have not been publickly avowed and open. 

No Sir; w^e are not introducing or pmposing a new sys- 
tem.f We stand upon the "foundation'* of our fathei*s; — the 
Tcnerable founders of our churches, to whom, under God, we 
are indebted for our "religious institutions," and the invalu- 

* Malt. X, 3S — 37. Bishop Porteiis's Lecture on the Chapter. 

t You say, indeed, that "we are threatened with new tnimnals, or comocia- 
tions;" that **il is a melancholy fact, that our long established uoDgregational 
tbrm of choroh government is menaced;** and taking your note from the **Lay- 
raan," you blow the trumpet of alarm "wkh all your might. Were this the 
proper place, 1 should feel mvself entitled to speak upon this subject with a degree 
of freedom and confidence. If I have ever made myself known for any tiling, I 
liave for ray firm adherence to the principles, ray zealous attachment to the lib- 
erties of our Congregational churches. In defence of them, mv pen was early 
employed; and in the same cause my feeble voice has been raised in ecclesiastictd 
Councils, in the General Association of Massachusetts, and in the Convention of 
Congregational Ministers. My opinion and feelings upon the subject remain 
unchanged. 

The **Lnyraan" has committed a mistake. He states that "an obsolete manu- 
script of Dr. Cotton Mather, — is now attempted to be imposed upon the chris- 
tian churches of this state, as the rule of their government. The truth is, that, 
by the Report of the Committee of the General Association, to which you and he 
I'efer, t/uit ancient document ivaa entirely set aside; not a scrip of it was retsuned: 
and it was ^et aside for the very reason, that it contained principles incompatible 
with the ri<;hts and libeilies ot the ehurches; principles, which, sooner than at- 
tempt to impose them upon the churches, the members of that Committee, some 
of ihem at least, would have resisted unto blood. All therefore that the Laymaq 
has said on this subject, falls to the ground; and with it, what you have said, as you 
liave tbilowed him both in sentimenU and words, also fa4ls. 

'J'he plan of Consociation, presented by the Committee, 1 have considered with 
earnest attention, — have examined and re-examined with anxious scrutiny; and I 
Mm free to declare, that 1 can see nothing in it repugnant to cpngregational pnnr 
cipies, to the Platform, or to the lioerties of the churches. On the contrary it 
d')es appear to me well calculated to revive congregalionalism in its purity, to re*. 
store the IMatform to its legitimate use, to guarantee to tlie chtirplies their rights 
and liberties, and to secure them fnira those invasions, infringements, vexations, 
and usurpations, to which, since the Platform has goue so generally into disuse* 
they have been continually exposed. 1 may be in an errour. The Report how* 
ever, agreeably to the express intention and desire oj the Committee^ is before 
the publick for free consideration and discussion. *Yn denounce ^t as you have 
done, is more easy than wise. I sincerely ho|ie it will be examined with all the 
fairness and candour, together miiIi »11 the faithful scrutiny, and jealous care^ 
which its nature and importance demand. If you er any other man shall make it 
4^pi>ear to be uncon{^reguiional in its pnnciples, oi* dangjeroiis to thelib^rUeaofthc 
churches in its provisions, I pledge myselt to exert Avh^tcv^r I may possess of 
taienl or of influence; to prevent its adoption. 
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kUe blessfaigii vMch hare resulted from tlicin to oar beloved 
commonwealth aud country. We adhere lo their faith and 
their worship, to their principles and system of cccU siastiral 
x>rder and discipline; and both the one and the other we wish 
to maintain and to perpetuate, in. their genuine spirit, and 
with all their benign and salutary influence, as an inlicri- 
tance to our children and our childi-en's cliildren. You, not 
we, are the innovaters^ — ^the aggressors, — the assailants. By 
yott, not by us, are our religious institutions to be shaken to 
the foundation," and all those direful consequences, which 
you have so rhetorically repi*esented, arc to be produced! 
Are you and your friends. Sir, determined on all this? It 
should seem, from the portentous signal which you have 
given, that such is the fact. — Then, indeed, <'the time is 
come, when'* all who venerate the religion of their fathers, 
who love the gospel of Christ, who wish well to the temporal 
and eternal interests of their fellow-men, <<arc called to 
awake, and to remember their duties to themselves, to pos- 
terity, and to the church of Christ." To affect to despise 
your strength or your means, would not be the part of wis- 
dom. We know very well where your seat is. We know 
that you have established youi*selves on the high places of the 
Commonwealth; and that you possess advantages for exert- 
ing an influence as extensive as it may be destructive. We 
know too that the earthly dispositions and passions of man- 
kind, and the ^imaginations and high things which exalt 
tliemselves against the knowledge of God," are on your side. 
And we are not unaware how apt many may be to embrace, 
wth little reflection and as little concern, a fashionable re- 
ligion which has a shew of wisdom, which makes the oifenc« 
©f the cross to cease, which accommodates itself to the spirit 
of the world. 

Are "the slumbering minds of this community," however, 
pi*epared for such a change as you contemplate? Are the 
churches, the ministei*s, the people of Massachusetts, prepar- 
ed to yield up, without a struggle, the consecrated faith and 
worship, the religious and ecclesiastical principles and insti- 
tutions of their ancestors? Are they prepared to renounce 
the religion, and place themselves out of the fellowship of the 
general Church of Jesus Christ, and to embrace a religion, — 
. an unblest religion, — ^which has never, in any country, or in 
any age, been admitted to that holy fellowship? Ai*e they pre- 
pared publickly to declare against the Divinity and atone- 
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^%orl(l," and in whose name alone there is salvation for men? 
to **bi*esik his bands asunder^ and to cast iaway his cords 
from them!'* — I trust in Grod that they are not* I trusty that 
Ihcy that ai^e with us, are more tiian they that are with you; 
and that the God of our fiithers has not yet forsaken the 
chui'ches, wliich they jdanted with so many Jirayers, and 
watered with so many tears. It is devoutly hoped that <«re- 
fiertin.q; laymen," and all the people, will 9pen <<their eyes to 
tills subject:" a subject which most deeply concerns both 
tlieir temporal and eternal interests, alid than which no other 
can have a liiglier claim to their earnest and serious consid^ 
eration. I deem it by no means too solemn, to refer them to 
the awful warning of the second Psalm. «<Be wise now 
tticrefore, je kings: be instructed, ye judges of the earth. 
Kiss the Son lest lie he angry ^ and ye perish from the way 
tolien his wrath is kindled but a little. 

I ask however again, why ima^ those consequences, so 
baleful to society', to churches, and to families, ensue? If 
Unitai'ians are "humble, meek^ affectionate christians," it 
sui'ely should be little expected, that a spirit Of discord, and 
sti'ifc, and animosity, and bitterness, and violence would be 
displayed by them; and little of such a spirit, I sincerely hope 
and am firmly persuaded, will be displayed by the orthodox^ 
notmthstanding the heavy accusations which you have 
brought and may continue to bring against them. I repeat 
what I said in my Second Letter, and I do it with the utmost 
sincerity and. ejimestncss: "Though we differ and widely 
differ in our opinions; — though we engage in debate on most 
important and interesting points; — though we should find oc- 
casion even to separate as to christian fellowship; yet there 
need not be, there ought not to be, and if our tempers were 
right there would not be, any bitterness, or wrath, or angei', 
or clamour, or evil spcaki?ig on either side. The gospel 
teaches us to exercise unfailing charity and good ^vil!, not 
only towards those whom we receive to christian fellowship, 
but towards all men." Wherever then we can meet, let 
us meet with mutual courtesy and kindness; wherever we can 
cooperate for any good object, let us amicably and heartily 
cooperate; and whei-e we must part, let us part in the spirit 
of peace, and witii sincere desires arnd prayers for each othei'^s 
good. Yours, Hev. and dear Sir, with affection and respect, 

SfOem, Dec. 181 5. 8. WORCESTER. 
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